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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Vavenan WILiiaAMs commences his sittings for 
winding-up business on Saturday, the 21st inst. 





Mr. Justice Cottins will act as Vacation Judge from 
Saturday, the ith of June, to Monday, the 13th of June, both 
days inclusive. The usual notice as to business in the Whitsun 
Vacation will be found in another column. 





THursDAY NEXT, the 26th inst., is the day appointed to be 
kept as the Queen’s birthday, and, although nothing authorita- 
tive has been stated on the subject, it is expected that none of 
the judges will sit on that day. 


. 





A ust of the actions newly transferred to Mr. Justice 
Romer, in the order in which they will be heard, is being 
prepared, and will appear next week in ample time to give 
warning to those interested. 


In ANOTHER coLUMN will be found the order of the 12th inst. 
for the transfer of 150 actions to Mr. Justice Romer for the 
purpose only of hearing or of trial. It is announced that these 
actions will be taken, in their order of entry, after Mr. Justice 
Romer has disposed of his present list. As the actions remain- 
ing unheard number about thirty, it is not probable that the 
new transfer will be entered upon in the present sittings. 





SoME TIME AGO we remember to have seen in a daily paper an 
announcement that it was pro to move the insertion in the 
Small Holdings Bill of provisions applying the Land Transfer 
Act, 1875, to the holdi weet ne y the Bill, and that 
the authorities of the Lan istry Office were favourable to the 
proposal. We thought we understood the “ pilot” which 
was likely to be adopted, and our expectation has fulfilled. 
Mr, Ratnsone on the 13th inst., after all the clauses of the Bill 
had been agreed to in committee, moved that a new clause be 
inserted after clause 5 providing in detail for a system of regis- 
tration of small holdings and for applying the provisions of the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875, with respect to district registries in 
such manner as the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the 
Treasury, might think expedient. The clause was read a second 
time, apparently without discussion. But on this occasion the 
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Land Registry authorities had not got a ‘skilful pilot” at the 
helm. He appears to have been subsequently seized with qualms 
about his proposal, and knew so little about it that he actually 
asked whether “a proprietor would be obliged to go to London 
or to employ a lawyer in order to register and transfer his title, 
and whether successive owners would be obliged to register their 
titles.” The scheme seems to have been, at first, for the county 
council to keep the local register at its own cost—a truly 
delightful arrangement for the Land Registry; but we do not 
quite understand, in relation to this, the new clause stated to 
have been subsequently added to the Bill upon the motion of 
Mr. Cust, whereby a duty was imposed upon the county council, 
instead of executing a conveyance of a small holding to a pur- 
chaser, to apply for his registration as proprictor thereof under the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875; and in such registration are to be 
included only such incumbrances upon the land as are specified in 
the application. It would appear that the ultimate intention is that 
the county council shall not keep the register, but shall be the 
applicants for registration of such small properties, and that ail 
the fees payable to the Land Registry for such registration shall be 
paid by the county council—i.e., by the ratepayers of the county. 
We hope, if this is the case, that some member will, on the 
report, draw attention to this serious increase of local taxation, 
probably agreed to without tho least knowledge on the part of 
the members present of what they were doing. We trust also 
that, when the Bill is repriated, the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society will devote some attention to the new clauses 
hurried into it at the last moment. 


Ovr reapers will, perhaps, be interested to see the following 
conditions which have been issued by a municipal corporation 
with reference to the appointment of a prosecuting solicitor for 
their borough :—‘“‘ The office shall be filled by a duly qualified 
solicitor. The appointment shall continue for one year, from 
the 18th day of June, 1892, to the 17th day of June, 1893, both 
inclusive. The salary to be paid for such period is £50, 
payable in four equal quarterly payments of £12 10s. on the 
usual quarter days. The gentleman appointed will be required 
to conduct all criminal prosecutions, whether in general or 
quarter sessions, at the borough session court, and will also be 
required to furnish the clerk of the peace with all such informa- 
tion in connection with such prosecutions, indictments, and other 
matters as he may require and deem necessary in the discharge 
of the duties of his office. The duties will also include the 
conduct of all prosecutions by the police, the corporation, the 
urban sanitary authority, and the port sanitary authority of 
the borough in the borough police court, and also all such other 
prosecutions, causes, and matters whatsoever which the town 
clerk may require. All fines, fees, and other allowances what- 
soever which shall be received by the gentleman appointed, or 
to which he shall be entitled as such prosecuting solicitor, or 
otherwise on account of his office or the causes or matters 
appertaining thereto, shall be handed over to the borough 
treasurer within twenty-four hours after the receipt thereof 
respectively.” The borough in question has a population of 
over 130,000 inhabitants, and it seems pretty evident that the 
duties thus mapped out—and we are informed they include 
county court work also—will occupy the whole time of the 
gentleman who is appointed. To get them performed for £50 
a year may seem to the corporation an excellent piece of 
economy ; but economy of this kind is compatible neither with 
efficiency—about which it is to be presumed the corporation 
have some care—nor with the dignity of the borough, as to 
which it is clear they have none. It is somewhat late in the 
day to have to point out that the only true economy is to pay 
the proper value for services rendered, and £50 a year can hardly 
be supposed to be the proper value in a case like this. 


Tuz svpomext of the Court of Appeal in J/anbury v. Hanbury 


makes it possible to define almost completely the legal relations 
of insanity and divorce. First we have the doctrine of Mor- 


daunt v. Moncrieffe (2 Se. & Div. App. 371) that supervening | 
insanity is no bar to'divorce proceedings against a lunatic wife. 
Then in Baker y. Baker (1. R%. 6 P. D, 12) this rule is extended 





to the case of a lunatic petitioner as well as of a lunatic 
respondent. These two cases settle the adjective law. Then in 


the present year Jarrow v. Jarrow (1892, P. 92) and Hanbury v.. 


Hanbury put the substantive law practically on the following 
basis:—Unsoundness of mind is a defence to a petition for 
divorce when, but only when, it is (a) permanent and (semble) 
(6) of such a character as to have prevented the respondent 
from knowing the nature and quality of his act within the 
meaning of the rules in Macnaghten’s case (1843, 10 Ol. & Fin. 
200). The wider and more difficult problem—what is the 
meaning of the rules in DMacnaghten’s case ?—stiil, however, 
remains unsolved. Indeed, the present judicial attitude towards 
‘the law laid down by the House of Lords after the acquittal 
of Macnacuren” reminds us of the attitude of the holy fathers 
of Portroyal to the medizval doctrine of ‘‘ proximate power” 
immortalized by Pascat in the Provincial Letters. We have 
the same unswerving adherence to the terms of the official 
creed, and the same resolute disinclination to define them. The 
question at issue, so far as the mere statement of it goes, is, 
however, tolerably intelligible, and it is one that English law 
will ere long have to answer. According to the ‘psissima verba 
of the rules in MJacnaghten’s case, a person accused of a crime is 
not responsible if he did not ‘‘ know the nature and quality of 
his act’’ at the critical period. May not a strong criminal 
impulse arising from mental disease produce such a perturbation 
of the mental faculties as to bring its victim clearly within the 
exemption clause in the rules? Sir James Sreruen contended, 
while he was at the bar, and held after his promotion to the 
bench, that it may. Other judges apparently hold a contrary 
opinion. Which is to be the authoritative interpretation? If 
ignorance of the law is to excuse no man, the law ought to be 
capable of being known. 





County COURT JUDGES (says a correspondent), in the exercise of 
their bankruptcy jurisdiction, are in the habit of refusing to issue 
a judgment summons against a partner in a firm on a judgment of 
the High Court against the firm in the firm name. This practice 
appears to prevail in most, if not all, of the county courts, and the 
same difficulty is raised where the High Court judgment is 
against an individual trading as a firm or under a name or 
style other than his own name. Considerable inconvenience is 
occasioned by this refusal of the county court judges to adapt 
their practice to meet that of the High Court in respect of 
actions against firms, and, seeing that in the Bankruptcy Divi- 
sion of the High Court no such difficulty exists, some informa- 
tion on the subject is desirable. Under R. 8. C., ord. 48a, a 
firm may be sued to judgment in the firm name, and afterwards 
execution may, subject to specific requirements, issue against 
the individual partners. The individual partners are, in fact, 
the judgment debtors, and their private goods are liable to 
execution as well as the goods of the firm. Under section 5 of 
the Debtors Act, 1869, a judgment creditor may apply to a 
judge for an order to pay by instalments, and if the judge is 
satisfied that the debtor has, or has had, sufficient means to 
obey it, such an order may be made. This order is obtained 
on a judgment summons, which, in the High Court, can only be 
issued by leave of the judge sitting in bankruptcy (Bankruptcy 

tules, 1886, r. 356), but which, in the county court, may issue 
without leave by the court within the district of which the 
debtor dwells or carriss on business (County Court Rules, 1889, 
ord. 25, r. 13). One would have supposed that the practice of 
issuing these judgment summonses in the county courts would 
have been regulated as far as possible by the practice laid down 
by the judge who controls the issue of these summonses 10 the 
High Court. There is a special reason fdr such an expectation 
in this case,-because the judge of the High Court acts under 
the County Court Rules, which, by rule 361 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1886, are made to govern the practice of the High Court 
as to committal of judgment debtors. Let us see, therefore, 
what is the practice of the Judge of the High Court in Bank- 
ruptcy as to issuing a judgment summons on a judgment of the 
Queen’s Bench Division against a firm or against an individual 
trading asa firm. The judgment is against “B. & Co.,” and 
the plaintiff takes a duly-authenticated office copy of it to the 
Bankruptcy Office, where he fills up a request for a judgment 
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summons against ‘C., trading as B. & Co.,” or against “C., a 
partner in the firm of B. & Co.,” as the case may be. He must, 
of course, be in a position to shew that ‘‘C.” is liable to execu- 
tion under R. 8. C., ord. 48a, r. 8, but otherwise no difficulty is 
laced in his way in consequence of the action having been 
fought, and the judgment having been entered, against the 
frm in the firm name. Why is the county court practice 
opposed to this? The plaintiff is, in cases within the bank- 
ruptey jurisdiction of the county court, entitled to the same 
rights and under precisely the same authority as in other cases 
he would be entitled to in the Bankruptcy Division of the 
High Court. But when he goes to a county court for a 
judgment summons on a judgment against a firm he is met 
with the objection that such a summons cannot be issued 
because the action has been brought against a firm, and not 
against the individual partners. It frequently happens that the 
only possible remedy open to a plaintiff is that by judgment 
summons and committal, and before he can so enforce his High 
Court judgment—on which he has already issued execution 
against the individual partner—in a county court, he is put to 
the expense of amending the whole proceedings from writ to 
judgment. The only apparent authority for this refusal of the 
county court authorities to issue a judgment summons against 
individual partners on a judgment against the firm is contained 
in the form of summons in the Appendix to the County Court 
Rules, 1889 (No. 53). That form runs thus: “A. B., &c., 
plaintiff, and C. D., defendant,” and is addressed throughout 
to ‘‘ you,” being, in fact, drawn to meet the ordinary case of 
an action against an individual. But that is the same form on 
which the judge of the High Court has to act, being part of 
“the County Court Rules for the time being in force as to 
committal, kc.” (see Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, r. 361). If it is 
no bar to his issuing a judgment summons against a partner 
in a judgment debtor firm, why is it a bar to the county courts’ 
doing the same thing ? 





Ir wovutp arrEar that ‘“clinkers” belong to that class of 
possessions of which the possessors are only too anxious to 
divest themselves. They have been the subject of legal pro- 
ceedings on more than one recent occasion, but the question 
upon which the litigants were unable to agree was, not as to 
which had a right to retain the property, but which of them 
was legally bound to get rid of it. And the question at issue, 
which is really one of some practical importance in these days of 
large artificially-heated buildings, is left in some doubt by the 
decisions of the courts in Zhe Vestry of St. Martin v. Gordon (39 
W. R. 295; 1891, 1 Q. B. 61) and Zhe London and Provincial 
Laundry Co. v. The Willesden Local Board (reported in another 
column). The former case was a judgment of the Court of 
Appeal, and it decided that clinkers produced by furnaces which 
were used for heating and other purposes in connection with 
the business of a large hotel were not “refuse of trade, manu- 
facture, or business” within the meaning of the Metropolis 
Management Act, 1855, s. 128, and that the vestry, as scavengers, 
were bound to remove them without charge. The judges of 
that court, in the course of their judgments, made attempts in 
the direction of definitions or illustrations of “trade refuse.” 
Lord Esurr, M.R., taking as an instance the case of MarsHAL. 
& SneLcrove’s drapery establishment, said ‘the trade of such 
8 firm is to sell stuffs and articles of wearing apparel, and if in 
the course of their business there are cuttings of stuff left, 
these might be refuse of their trade, but not ashes from the 
fireplaces in their rooms”; and Lorrs, L.J., said that such 
refuse was “‘ what is discarded after the rest has been utilized 
for the purpose of working the trade, manufacture, or business, 
‘+ . not a refuse which is only increased in 
qantity by reason of the trade, manufacture, or business.” 

e case which has just been decided related to a large steam 
laundry, and the clinkers were produced by the furnaces used 
for heating the water and warming the building. The judges 


(Day and Cuarres, JJ.) have decided, in accordance, if we may 
respectfully say so, with the dictates of common sense, that 
these clinkers are not house refuse within the meaning of section 
42 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and that the local board is 
not bound to remove them. 


Master of the Rolls in the former case were to be applied to the 
case of the laundry, it would seem that the only trade refuse 
produced in a laundry would be the soap-suds. But it was not 
necessary in this case to decide whether or not the clinkers were 
trade refuse ; it was sufficient if they were not house refuso, 
and it seemed more than doubtful whether the laundry came 
within the definition of a house in section 4 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875. The result of the two cases is that the line 
between ‘‘trade refuse” and “ house refuse” is to be sought 
somewhere between clinkers produced in a hotel and the same 
product when it arises in a laundry. 





Ir seems clear that the terms of section 2 of the Infants’ 
Relief Act, 1874, are wide enough to invalidate such an arrange- 
ment as that which it was sought to support in Smith v. King 
(ante, p. 489). According to the section no action is to be 
brought ‘‘whereby to charge any person upon any promise 
made after full age to pay any debt contracted during infancy, 
or upon any ratification made after full age of any promise or 
contraet made during infancy, whether there shall or shall not 
be any new consideration for such promise or ratification after 
full age.” In the above case the defendant, when an infant, 
had incurred a debt of £547. After he had come of age an 
action was brought to recover this sum, and was compromised 
upon the terms that the defendant should give a bill for £100. 
The bill was subsequently indorsed over for value to the plain- 
tiff in the present action, who took it with knowledge of the 
circumstances, and so was placed in the same position as the 
original holder. In his favour it was urged that the first action 
might have been prejudicial to the defendant, and that, there- 
fore, the compromise formed a good consideration for the 
bill, and had nothing to do with the plea of iofancy. 
The compromise, so it was said, was an entirely new 
contract. In general, of course, a compromise forms a good 
consideration, and it is for the parties to estimate the value of 
the claims they admit or give up, and if it had been impossible 
to go behind the compromise the action would perhaps have 
been maintainable. But it was settled by Zr parte Kibble (23 
W. R. 433, L. R. 10 Ch. 373) that the court would go behind a 
judgment in order to inquire whether it had really been ob- 
tained in respect of a debt contracted during infancy, and it is 
certainly as easy to do this in respect of a compromise. The 
giving of the bill amounted, indeed, to no more than a 
promise to pay part of the original debt, and even if the 
compromise could be regarded, under the circumstances, as 
supported by consideration, the express words of the statute— 
‘‘ whether there shall or shall not be any new consideration ”— 
deprived it of any effect. If an arrangement of this kind could 
be supported it would frequently be an easy matter to evade the 
Act. 





Tue case of Avlly v. Rogers (ante, p. 485) adds one more to 
the numerous authorities on the effect of the ordinary covenant 
for quiet enjoyment contained in a lease. According to this the 
lessor covenants that the lessee shall peaceably and quietly hold 
and enjoy the demised premises without any interruption by 
the lessor or any persons claiming under him. It is an estab- 
lished principle that the covenant is not broken by the tortious 
acts of those claiming under the lessor, though probably it 
covers all acts done by the lessor himself by which the lessee’s 
quiet possession is, in fact, interrupted. But it does not extend 
to all acts or omissions of the lessor which have such interrup- 
tion for their ultimate result, and in particular it does not 
cover interruptions by persons claiming inst the lessor. In 
Stanley v. Hayes (3 Q. B. 105) the lessee had entered under the 
lease, and then there was a seizure of goods on the premises by 
the collector of land tax for arrears due from the lessor before 
the demise. It was held that this constituted no breach of the 
covenant, the interruption not being by the lessor or any person 
claiming under him. The claim for land tax was not made 
under the lessor, but by title paramount to any right which he 
had in the land, and the judgment gave no countenance to the 
notion that the interruption was really by him because it was 





And yet, if the illustration of tho— 





the result of his default. In Ally v. Rogers the circumstances 
wero very similar. The defendant was tho lessee of houses for 
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a term of ninety-nine years. He granted a sub-lease of the 
premises to the predecessor in title of the plaintiff, and gave a 
covenant for quiet enjoyment. Subsequently the head lessor 
entered for breach of a covenant to repair contained in the 
original lease. The Court of Appeal held, upon the authority 
of Stanley v. Hayes, which they approved, that the interruption 
was not by the defendant within the meaning of the covenant, 
and therefore he was not liable. In a sense, of course, the 
interruption was due to him; but the covenant does not say 
anything about the default of the lessor, and there appears to 
be no reason why such an extension of it should be made in 
favour of the lessee. 





Like an esteemed correspondent, whose letter will be found 
elsewhere, we were rather surprised by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Hogarth v. Jennings (ante, p. 485), that the 
managing es tor of a company cannot personally levy a dis- 
tress for rent due to the company unless he has a special or 
general certificate under the hand of a county court judge 
authorizing him ‘‘to act as a bailiff.” With submission, we 
venture to think that the question does not turn, as the court 
seems to have considered it did, on the rules as to one joint 
tenant or tenant in common who distrains having to avow in 
his own right and as bailiff to the others. The company is the 
landlord, not the individual members of the company. The 
corporation aggregate cannot personally distrain, but by the 

panies Act, 1862, and the articles of association the com- 
pany are represented by the directors, and we presume that in 
the present case the directors were authorized by the articles to 
depute their powers to the managing director. The directors, 
or, in case they depute their powers, the managing director, are 
or is the only persons or person competent fo appoint a bailiff 
to distrain on behalf of the company, and therefore for this 
purpose stand in the position of landlord. The person entitled 
to appoint a bailiff, instead of doing so, distrains personally ; 
how can he be fairly said to ‘“‘act as a bailiff’ within section 
7 of the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888 ? 





Mr. Justice Kexewicu very naturally refused to accede to the 
suggestion pressed upon him in Griffiths v. Hughes (reported 
elsewhere), that the words “in writing” in section 6 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, apply to “instigation” and “request” as 
well as to ‘‘consent.” The provision of the section is that, 
where a trustee shall have committed a breach of trust “at the 
lostigation or request or with the consent in writing” of a 
beneficiary, the court may make an order impounding all or any 
part of the interest of the beneficiary by way of indemnity to 
the trustee. Taking these words as an ordinary reader would 
understand them, it seems fairly clear that the phrase “ consent 
in writing” stands by itself, and that “instigation” and 
“request” are nut affected by it. But when it is remembered 
that it is of ordinary occurrence in documents relating to trustees 
and cestuis que trust, while “instigation” certainly, if not 
“‘ request,” naturally refers to conduct generally rather than to 
definite incitement by writing, it becomes evident that the 
construction contended for is untenable. Moreover, it is incon- 
sistent with the general design of the section, which it would 
rob of much of its utility. In cases of instigation or request the 
beneficiary is the active party, and his conduct should be quite 
sufficient to sad-ile him with the consequences of the breach of 
trust. “Consent in writing,” on the other hand, seems to imply 
that the suggestion comes from the trustee, and here there is 

reason for requiring a guarantee that the c 
Tiberately ya ga gu onsent has been 


Tr Is SOMETIMES difficult to determine in what county court 
district an admiralty action should be commenced. In the 
recent case of Pugsley v. Hopkins (ante, p. 463), where the action 
was ona bill of lading for demurrage on the discharge of a 
cargo of timber from a steamship, the Queen’s Bench Division 
(Poiswock, B, and Vavonan Wit11aMs, J.) held that the subject- 
matter to which the action related was the vessel, and not the 


cargo, and that, as the vessel was not within the jurisdiction, 
section 21, sub-section 1, of the County Courts (Admiralty 
Jurisdiction) Act, 1868, did not apply, but that the case was 
governed by section 21, sub-section 2, of the same Act, which 
provides that, in cases to which sub-section 1 does not apply, 
the proper tribunal to resort to is the court of the district in 
which the owner of the vessel lives. It is submitted, however, 
that, in the case under discussion, the proceedings might have 
been commenced in the district in which the defendant resided, 
because it has been held that section 74 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, which provides that every action or matter may be 
commenced in the county court in which the defendant resides 
or carries on business, being general in its terms, includes 
defendants in admiralty actions (The Hero, 1891, P. 294). 





THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE IN PARTNERSHIP 
ARTICLES. 


Tue arbitration clause in partnership articles, which provides 
that all future disputes between the partners shall be referred 
to arbitration, has often important consequences, and gives rise 
to some intricate points of law. ‘There is, therefore, some 
occasion for surprise that this clause is usually inserted in articles 
of partnership rather as a matter of course than as a provision 
involving serious consideration. The obvious object of such a 
clause is, of course, to avoid litigation in the courts of justice, 
and, incidentally, to avoid publicity and delay; but, as will be 
eeen, this object is ky no means always effected. 

In spite of the apparent advantages of having a dispute quietly 
and speedily settled by a private tribunal, it must not be for- 
gotten that, even when it prevents litigation, the clause ties all 
parties down to a certain course, which, when the time comes, 
may prove to some a serious disadvantage. Many cases of 
dispute arise which, allowing a fair margin for the law’s delay, 
the publicity of the courts, and probably, though not necessarily, 
the additional expense, are nevertheless more proper to be sifted 
by an experienced and impartial judge in open court than by 
any process of private arbitration. Our contention is that it is 
not always prudent for a person to have deprived himself of the 
right of having any dispute which may arise adjudicated upon 
by a court of law. 

A material distinction exists between an agreement to settle 
by arbitration all future disputes which may arise and an 
agreement, when a particular dispute has arisen, to have such 
dispute settled by arbitration. When partnership articles are 
drawn, the intending partners are on a friendly footing, do not 
anticipate difficulties, and agree to the arbitration clause rather 
as laymen protecting themselves against their common enemy, 
the law. ‘Things go on smoothly for a time, then there is a 
hitch ; one partner consults his solicitor with a view of settling 
the difference in a court of law, and is tlien confronted with this 
clause. He finds himself irrevocably bound, and the result is 
that there is a conflict of opinion as to the proper tribunal, and 
no real consensus for arbitration. 

A distinction should also be drawn between an arbitration 
clause in a partnership contract and a similar clause in a 





contract of a special nature—c.g., for building a ship. In the 
latter case the limited area within which a dispute can arise is 
well defined, and the nature of the dispute can, with some 
accuracy, be forecast ; whereas, in the former, the partnership 
'may extend over a large variety of transactions, and disputes 
| may vary in kind in the same proportion. 

Having now considered the general nature, it is important to 
| note the precise legal effect, of an arbitragion clause. In the 
first place it is a “submission” within the meaning of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49), for, by section 
27, “‘submission’ means a written agreement to submit 
present or future differences to arbitration, whether an 
|arbitrator is named therein or not.” Secondly, being 4 
| ‘* submission” within the Act, all the provisions set forth in 
the first schedule thereto are deemed to be included in the 
clause (section 2). This section refers to all submissions, 
whether made before or after the Act: Re Williams and Stepney 
(39 W. R. 533; 1891, 2 Q. B. 257), Thirdly, .such clause, 
| unless a contrary intention is expressed therein, is irrevocable 
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except by leave of the court (see Piercey v. Yi 
845, 14 Ch. D. 200), and has the same effect in 
if it had been an order of court (section 1). Fourthly, all 
legal proceedings in respect of any matter agreed to be referred 
may be stayed by the court on the application of a party to the 


, 28 W. R. | dissolved, and Kay, J., expressed a strong — that such a 
respects as | question was, under the usual arbitration 


use, outside the 
wer of the arbitrator to decide. The Court of a were, 
owever, more guarded in their expressions, especially Corroy, 
L.J., who said, ‘“‘I do not go so far as to lay down that when- 


submission who has taken no step in the —r ge 2 (Chappell | ever a dissolution of partnership is prayed for in an action, then 
an 


vy. North, 40 W. R. 16; 1891, 2 Q. B, 252), and who is ready 
and willing to properly conduct the arbitration (section 4). 

Of the provisions to which we have referred, the last, relating 
to stay of proceedings, has, under this Act and the previous 
law, given rise to most litigation. It must be remembered 
that, although the policy of the statutes relating to arbitration 
has been rather to let parties, when they quarrel, select their 
own tribunal, the jurisdiction of the court is not entirely ousted 
by a submission to arbitration. The power of the court to stay 

roceedings is discretionary, and will not be exercised when 
injustice is likely to result (Re Carlisle, Clegg v. Ciegg, 38 W. R. 
638 ; 1890, 44 Ch. D. 200). At the same time, judges have 
been careful not to override an express agreement of this kind 
merely from what may be called judicial jealousy. So long ago 
as 1809 Lord Mansrietp said, ‘‘The courts have sometimes 
been very strongly inclined against awards as carrying away 
cases from their own jurisdiction to the decision of private 
persons, but they now give these instruments a more liberal 
construction” (Simmonds v. Swaine, 1 Taunt. 549). On the 
other hand, the court will in a proper case actively interfere, 
and by injunction restrain a partner from proceeding to 
arbitration (Farrar v. Cooper, 1890, 388 W. R. 410, 44 Ch. D. 
823). The whole law of arbitration, however, is too large a 
subject to be even briefly summarized here ; although, of course, 
the consideration of it is involved in considering the legal con- 
sequences of an arbitration clause, and this alone should 
suggest the advisability of recognizing its importance. 

At the same time, it may be useful to draw attention to some 
recent cases especially bearing on the law of partnership, by 
which two important propositions appear to have been estab- 
lished—(1) that a receiver of partnership property may be 
appointed by the court, notwithstanding that other legal pro- 
ceedings are stayed, and that the matter in dispute is allowed 
to go to arbitration; (2) that the question of dissolution is 
generally a matter for the court, and will not, as a rule, be left 
to the arbitrator, unless, perhaps, it is expressly included in the 
arbitration clause. 

The authority for the first of these two propositions is the 
decision of Srrruive, J., in Pini v. Roncoroni (1892, 40 W. R. 
297). In this case the partners had, in an elaborate arbitration 
clause, strongly expressed their determination to have all their 
disputes decided out of court, as appears from the concluding 
words of the clause, ‘it being the firm will of the partners to 
abstain from ordinary law.” ‘In spite of these mutual protesta- 
tions of abstinence, the conduct of one of the partners induced 
the plaintiff to apply to the court for the appointment of a re- 
ceiver. His application was met by a counter-motion on behalf 
of the defendants that effect should be given to the arbitration 
clause, and that all legal proceedings should be stayed. The 
learned judge acceded to both applications—that is to say, he 
appointed a receiver, and at the same time stayed all proceed- 
ings, except so far as was necessary for carrying out the order 
a8 to the receiver. The point does not seem to have been de- 
cided in a partnership case before, but in Compagnie du Senegal 
v. Smith 1883, 32 W. R. 111) Kay, J., had held that the court 
has jurisdiction to appoint a receiver and at the same time to 
stay all other proceedings. Another point which arose in Pini 
v. Roncoront (supra) was whether a case for the appointment of a 
receiver at had been made out. As to this Srieuine, J., 
adopted the law as stated by Linviey, L.J., in his work on 
Partnership, 1888, p. 547, that “if the partnership is already 
dissolved the court usually appoints a receiver almost as a 
matter of course.”’ In the earlier case of Joplin v. Postlethwaite 
(1889, 61 L. T. 629, Ne A.) 38 W. R. Dig. 10) Kay, J., seems 
to have gone even further, and to have held that it is often 
sufficient ground for the appointment of a receiver if a primd 
facie case for dissolution is made out. 

This case of Joplin v. Postlethwaite (supra) is also an authority 
for the second of the two propositions above stated. Here one 


the action cannot be stayed.” The same question arose again in 
Turnell_v. Sanderson (1891, 64 L. T. 654, 39 W. R. Dig. 145), 
before Kexewicu, J., who held that the question was always 
one for the court. The learned judge does not seem to have 
appreciated the cautious wording of the late Lord Justice, and 
from his remarks appears to have been under the impression 
that the expression of opinion in the Court of Appeal was 
stronger than that of Kay, J., but we have, in stating our 
second proposition, preferred to treat the general question as 
still open. 

In view of the above decisions, however, the passage in 

Lindley on Partnership, at p. 454, that ‘under a general sub- 
mission by partners of all matters in difference between them an 
arbitrator may dissolve the partnership,” must now be read 
with some qualification. In support of this statement the 
learned author cites the case of Green v. Waring (1764, 1 W. 
Blacks. 475), where the Court of King’s Bench said, ‘‘ When all 
matters in difference were referred, he (the arbitrator) had 
clearly a power to dissolve the partnership”; but it appears 
from the report, which we have examined, that this was not a 
case of the usual arbitration clause in partnership articles, but 
that the reference to arbitration was made by consent of all 
parties after the dispute had arisen and the case had come into 
court, and that one of the matters in dispute was, in fact, 
whether the partnership should be dissolved or not, so that the 
question of dissolution or no dissolution was in that case im- 
pliedly included in the reference. It remains to be decided 
whether the court would assume jurisdiction in a case where the 
question of dissolution was expressly included in the arbitration 
clause. 
The above sketch of the kind of questions which may arise 
leads us inevitably to the conclusion that the arbitration clause 
is not a panacea against litigation, and that often its only effect 
is to create a hybrid tribunal where some of the matters in dis- 
pute are tried in, and some out of, court; an effect which was, 
we should imagine, far from the minds of those who signed the 
partnership articles. 





“SPECIAL LEAVE” IN PRIVY COUNCIL PRACTICE. 


Apropos of Dremtne’s petition to the Judicial Committee for 
“special leave” to appeal inst his conviction at Mel- 
bourne, which has very properly been rejected, an examina- 
tion of the cases relating to this branch of Privy Council 
practice, and of the rules that they establish, may not be 
without interest. The origin of the appellate jurisdiction of 
the Privy Council in colonial and Indian cases has excited the 
utmost divergence of opinion ; and no good ge ser would be 
served by considering which of the conflicting theories on the 
subject is the correct one. But the following principles seem to 
be fairly deducible from the cases as to “‘ special leave ” :— 
1. Ap to the Privy Council from the colonies and de- 
endencies abroad are either of right or by special leave. 
Bolonial courts of law are constituted sometimes by the Royal 
Instructions to successive governors, sometimes by Charters of 
Justice or Orders in Council, sometimes by local or imperial 
statutes. These various forms of legislative, or guasi-legislative, 


authority frequently contain provisions enabling litigants before 
the colonial tribunals to appeal to the Privy Council where (4) 


the amount at stake ex a certain sum in value, and (4) cer- 
tain prescribed conditions, such as the finding of security to the 
satisfaction of the court below, are complied with. Appeals in 
such cases'‘are “of right.” 

2. But the Sovereign in Council may—even in the absence of 
the legislative or guast-legislative authority above mentioned— 
receive appeals from colonial courts of law either in civil or in 
criminal cases. Such appeals will not, however, be allowed 
without ‘tho special leave” of the Judicial Committee, and 





of the matters in dispute was whether the partnership should be 





this ‘special leave” is only granted (@) in civil cases of sub- 






















ae are 





stantial, general, or constitutional importance, and (4) in criminal | 
cases where—in the language of Lord Warson in Ze 4. I.) 
Dillet (1887, 12 App. Cas., at p. 467)—“‘it is shewn that, by a} 
disregard of the forms of legal process or by some violation of | 
the principles of natural justice or otherwise, substantial and 
grave injustice has been done.” We shall illustrate these two 
classes of cases in turn.* 

(a) Special leave in civil cases.—AIilustrations. (1) In Neo v. 
Neo and Others (1874, L. R. 4 P. C. 89) the Supreme Court of 
the Straits Settlements refused to grant leave to appeal to the 
Queen in Council, on the ground that it did not possess power 
to grant such leave. The Judicial Committee gave special leave. 
(2) Special leave was also granted in The Speaker of Victoria v. 
Giass (1871, L. R. 3 P. C. 561), where a question was raised 
involving the right of the Legislature of Victoria to commit for 
contempt and breach of privilege under the general warrant of 
the Speaker. (3) In Carter v. Molson (1883, 8 App. Cas. 530) 
the right of appeal under Article 1178 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure for Lower Canada was at stake. The Judicial Com- 
mittee gave special leave. (4) Special leave was, however, 
refused in Prince v. Gagnon (1883, 8 App. Cas. 102), where 
the case depended solely on a disputed matter of fact—viz., 
whether there had been a gift or sale of certain goods of the 
value of £1,000 (and cf. Canada Central Railway Co. v. Murray, 
db., at p. 574); in Valin vy. Langlois (1879, 5 App. Cas. 


115), where, although the question was one of constitutional | 


and general importance, there was no doubt as to the soundness 


of the decisions in the courts below ; and more recently in Za | 
Cité de Montréal vy. Les Evclesiastiques du Seminaire de St. Sulpice | 
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the Chief Justice of the colony, and was sentenced to six 
months’ imprisonment, which he underwent. He was there- 
after struck off the rolls of court in respect of the said convic- 
tion. The Judicial Committee granted him leave to appeal to 
the extent of shewing that the conviction was so improperly 
obtained that it ought not to be conclusive for the purpose of 
striking his name off the rolls (Ae A. Jf. Dillet, 1887, 12 App. 
(3) Aya 
West African palm oil and general merchant, with a factory on 
the banks of the River Benin, was tried before the local consular 
court on a charge of having unlawfully wounded certain natives, 
and was sentenced to a fine of £60 and to deportation from the 
Benin River Settlement for a period of ten years. The West 
Africa Order in Council, 1885, under which A. was tried, 
provided that no sentence of deportation should be passed unless 
and until the accused had received the option of finding, and 
had failed to find, security for future good behaviour. No such 
option was offered to A. Special levve was granted (Reece v. 
Reg., 1889, 1 Jur. Rev. 235, 431). (4) Louis Rret was tried 
before a Canadian magistrate and a jury of six for high treason, 
and was sentenced to death. This sentence was confirmed by 
the Court of Queen’s Bench in Manitoba. Special leave to 
appeal was applied for, on the grounds (1) that the magistrate 
had no jurisdiction, and (2) that, if he had, the proceedings 
were nevertheless vitiated by a number of irregularities. Those 
points had been fully considered by the Court of Queen’s Bench, 
and a defence of insanity* set up for the prisoner at the trial 
had been considered and rejected by the jury. Special leave 
was refused (2?/el v. Reg., 1885, 10 App. Cas. 675), 


de Montréal (1889, 14 App. Cas. 660), which has added an im- | 


rtant rider to the former cases, and therefore must be noticed 
in detail. 





This was a petition at the instance of the municipal | 


corporation of the City of Montreal for leave to appeal from a | 


judgment of the Supreme Court of Canada by which the 
Seminary of St. Sulpice had been exempted from payment of a 
sum of about £70 sterling, being the proportion charged upon 
it by the petitioners of a special assessment made by them for 


the cost of constructing a drain which ran in front of its pre- | 


mises. The question at issue involved (a) 


religious, charitable, and educational purposes, and (c) the 
liability of the petitioners to repay large sums paid to them in 
respect of assessments similar to that which was the subject of 
the action. Special leave was refused. ‘In some cases, as in 


Prince v. Gagnon (ubi sup.),” said Lord Warsoy, ‘their lord- 


ships have had occasion to indicate certain particulars the | 
absence of which will have a strong influence in inducing them | 
to advise that leave should not be given, but it by no means | 
follows that leave will be recommended in all cases in which | 


these features occur. 


important question of law, and yet the judgment from which 


leave to appeal is sought may appear to be plainly right, or at | 


Ueast to be unattended with sufficient doubt to justify their lordships 
in advising her Majesty to grant leave to appeal.” 
that we have placed in italics mark an advance on the doctrine 
laid down in Valin vy. Langlois (ubi sup.). 

(b) Special leace in criminal cases.—TIllustrations. 
tried by the Supreme Court of New South Wales for felony ; 
the jury disagreed, and were discharged. 


property of very | 
large amount, (/) the future liability of buildings set apart for | 


A case may be of a substantial character, | 
may involve matter of great public interest, and may raise at. | 


The words | 


(1) A. was 


2 A new trial was 
granted. The Chief Justice allowed the evidence of several of 


REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


| THE ANNUAL County Court PRACTICE, 1892, FouNDED oN PoL- 
| LocK AND Nicor’s AND HEywoop’s PRACTICES OF THE COUNTY 
| Courts. Two Vols. By his Honour Judge Heywoop. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


It is somewhat of a misnomer to entitle this work ‘‘The Annual 
County Court Practice,’”’ seeing that two years have elapsed since the 
last preceding edition appeared. The present edition is, however, 
brought out at a very opportune moment, as the County Court Rules, 
1892, which alter and modify, to a considerable extent, the practice 

| of the county courts as prescribed by the County Court Rules, 1889, 
have only just come into operation. The main alterations made by 
these new rules are indicated by the author in his preface, while the 
rules themselves are set out in the appendices to vols. 1 and 2, toge- 
ther with such of the rules of 1889 as remain unrepealed. The Acts 
| of Parliament, modifying or extending the jurisdiction of the county 
courts, which have been passed during the last two years are 
included in the present edition, which, moreover, incorporates all the 
| cases affecting the county courts decided during the last two years 
with the single exception of France v. Dutton (39 W. R. 716; 1891, 
2 Q. B. 208), which seems to have escaped the author’s vigilance. In 
vol. 2 (where the jurisdiction of the county courts under special Acts 
is dealt with) such recent statutes as the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890; the Tenants’ Compensation Act, 1890; the Lunacy Act, 
1890; the Open Spaces Act, 1890; the Settled Land Act, 1890; 
the Tithe Act, 1891; the Public Health (London) Act, 1891; the 
Factory and Workshops Act, 1891; and the Brine Pumping (Com- 
pensation for Subsidence) Act, 1891, are noticed. 

So many different subjects are, however, included in vol. 2 within 


| 


the witnesses to be taken in the following manner :—Each of | the moderate compass of 400 pages that their adequate treatment 
such witnesses was placed in the witness-box and sworn; the | has not, in all instances, been possible. At p. 5 of this volume Judge 


Chief Justice then read over the evidence of the witness at the 
former trial, allowing both sides to examine and cross-examine 
if they felt disposed ; A. was committed and sentenced to death. 
Had the 


Here two questions of substance were raised: (a) 


Heywood discusses the question, What is the proper mode of appeal 
from the county courts under special Acts which, while con- 
ferring jurisdiction on the county courts, doanot in terms give an 
appeal, but merely enable a judge to state a special case. The 
| recent case of Kirkheaton Local Board vy. Ainley (ante, p. 266), to 


y/ re 4 2 ; ; Te _ 2 ‘ . . ° - . . 
Supreme Court power to grant a new trial in cases of felony? | which reference is made in the addenda, has rendered this discussion 


(b) Were the proceedings at the second trial regular ? 


The | unimportant, as it was there held that, by virtue of section 124 of 


Privy Council granted special leave (Attorney-General of New | the County Courts Act, 1888, all appeals from the county courts to 


South Wales v. Bertrand, 1867, L. R. 1 P. C. 520), 


(2) A.M. D., 


the High Court must now be by notice of motion. As we have 


a solicitor of the Supreme Court of British Honduras, was con- | #lready had occasion to point out (ante, p. 266), while this decision 


victed of perjury upon a highly improper charge to the jury by 


* It seems worth while to call the attention of the Council of Law Reporting to the 


A-sirability of allowing 4 little mnore wpace to «pecial leave cases in the official law reports 
Snne A the tart interesting petition in recent years have been overlooked 


certainly accords with what was laid down by Wills and Grantham, 
JJ., in lg. v. Kettle (17 Q. B. D. 761), it is somewhat at variance 


* The sanity or insanity of Riv was not (as the Times erroncously stated in its leading 
| article upon Duv.nine’s cane last, week) argued before the Judicial Committee at all. 
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with obiter dicta subsequently expressed by the same learned judges in 
Wilkinson v. Jagger (36 W. R. 169, 20 Q. B. D. 423). The last 
chapter of vol. 2 deals with the Companies Acts, the jurisdiction and 
practice of the county courts with regard to the winding up of com- 
panies whose capital does not exceed £10,000, receiving special 
notice. In conclusion, we would call attention to a special feature 
of the present edition—namely, a table of cases overruled, approved, 
or otherwise considered, which is prefixed to vol, 1, and cannot fail 
to be of service to the practitioner. 





ROMAN LAW. 


A CoMPENDIUM OF ROMAN LAW FOUNDED ON THE INSTITUTES OF 
JUSTINIAN, TOGETHER WITH EXAMINATION QUESTIONS SET IN 
THE UNIVERSITY AND BAR EXAMINATIONS (WITH SoLUTIONs), 
AND DEFINITIONS OF LEADING TERMS IN THE WORDS OF THE 
PRINCIPAL AUTHORITIES. By GorRDON CAMPBELL, M.A., LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. SrEconD EpiTion. Stevens & Haynes. 


Tue CONTRACT OF SALE IN THE Crivit LAW, WITH REFERENCES 
TO THE LAWS OF ENGLAND, SCOTLAND, AND FRANCE. By J. B. 
Movie, D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Clarendon Press. 


Mr. Campbell’s book is intended for students preparing for 
examination, and is admirably adapted to their requirements. It 
contains a well-arranged analysis and exposition of the law as set out 
in the Institutes of Justinian, and extracts, chiefly from Maine’s Ancient 
Law and Austin’s Jurisprudence, are usefully introduced. The whole 
has been done with great care and accuracy. Without in any way dis- 
pensing with the necessity for independent study, it will materially 
assist the student in fixing the result of his reading in his memory. 
At page 51 there seems to be a slight error with regard to the real 
meaning of the so-called symbolical delivery, as where goods in a 
warehouse are‘delivered by handing over the key. The delivery does 
not, as Mr. Campbell says, take its efficacy from the fact that the 
transferee has the power of legally excluding others. Doubtless this 
is the result of the delivery, and the transferee, when he has once 
gained possession, has the right to exclude others, a rizht which the 
law would enforce by an interdict. But the essence of his acquisi- 
tion of possession is that, at the time, all other persons are in fact 
excluded, and that he has the control of the goods. The idea was 
not indeed elaborated in this way by the Roman lawyers, and the 
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BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Leading Cases and Opinions on International Law, Collected and 
Digested from English and Foreign Reports, Official Documents, 
Parliamentary Papers, and other sources, with Notes and Excursus. 
Containing the views of the Text-writers on the Topics referred to, 
together with Supplementary Cases, Treatise, and Statutes. By Pirr 
Consett, M.A., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens 
& Haynes. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAW OF DISTRESS AMENDMENT ACT, 1888. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Referring to the case of //ogarth v. Jennings, reported in your 
last issue [p. 485], are we to understand that a landlord cannot act 
as “ bailiff’ and distrain except with a certificate under the Act of 
1888 ? or is the case merely limited to companies who are landlords ? 
It seems rather “stretching a point” to say that the managing 
director of a landlord company may not distrain without a certificate, 
whereas a landlord (who is not a company) may. R. N. R. 

May 16. 

[The decision is limited to companies: see observations under the 
head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”"—Ep S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
THIN AND ANOTHER »v. RICHARDS & C0.—No. 1, 16th May. 


Surp—SeaAWORTHINESS—VOvyAGE IN STAGES—SEAWORTHINESS AT COMMENCE- 
MENT OF EACH StaGE—Insvrricrent Suppiy oF Coat. 


By « charter-party, made between the plaintiffs and the defendants, the 
defendants’ steamship was to load at Oran, on the coast of Spain, a part 
cargo of esparto grass (having liberty to fill up with ore or other dead 
weight cargo for owner’s benefit), and being so loaded should therewith 
proceed to Garston Dock; the ship to have liberty to call at any ports in 
any order. The charter-party contained an exception of loss caused by 





examination of the real nature of possession is, of course, quite 
modern. In Wurd v. Turner (2 Ves. sen. 431) Lord Hardwicke 
emphasized the true principle when he said that delivery of the key is , 
allowed as delivery of the possession, ‘‘ because it is the way of | 
coming at the possession or to make use of the thing, and, therefore, 
the key is not a symbol, which would not do.” In short, to acquire | 
possession the transferee must obtain control over the goods, and this 
involves the actual exclusion of others; but whether he will be able 
to continue to exclude them, and so retain possession, is another 
matter. 


Dr. Moyle’s book is of a different type. The author is already well 
known by his scholarly edition of the Institutes of Justinian, and 
now he has produced a detailed treatise on the contract of sale in the 
civillaw. Hitherto such work has been very little attempted in this 
country, and in general it would have too slight a bearing upon 
English law to be attractive to lawyers in actual practice. But with 
the law of sale it is different. The general resemblance of our own 
law to the civil law is sufficient te make it worth while to inquire 
what the latter really was, and Dr. Moyle’s work, which will 
naturally be welcome to students interested in the theoretical side of 
jurisprudence, will find appreciative readers also among lawyers 
generally. The references to the English authorities appear to be 
correctly and adequately given, and they materially increase the 
value of the book. The chief difference, of course, between the two 
stems lies in the rule as to the passing of the property in goods, and 
this has been recently commented on by Fry, L.J., in his elaborate 
judgment in Cochrane v. Moore (38 W. R. 588). In the civil law 

livery was essential. ‘‘ 7'raditionibus et usucapionibus dominia 
rerum, non nudis pactis transferuntur.” Originally it was the same in 
English law. Seisin could be had of chattels as well as of land, and 
livery of seisin was in each case essential to change the title. Then 
came the exception that as to chattels, and ultimately as to land also, 
this could be effected by deed, and the further exception that, upon 
sales of specific goods, the property passed by the contract. But, in 
spite of this distinction, the English and the civil law alike adopt the 
rule that, immediately after sale, the goods are at the risk of the pur- 
chaser, with the corollary that it is the duty of the vendor to take 
proper care of them so if 
interesting example of the 


atter point is afforded by the recent case 


of Clarke v. Ramuz (1891, 2 Q, B, 456), These and other matters, 

th of resemblance and distinction, are ably dealt with by Dr. 
Moyle, and he has been equally fortunate in the selection of his sub- 
ject and in his treatment of it, 





ng as they remain in his possession. An | dividing the voyage into stages. 


the act, neglect, or default whatsoever of the pilot, master, or crew in the 
management or navigation of the ship, and all and every the dangers and ac- 
cidents of the seas, canals, and rivers, and of navigation of whatever nature 
or kind. The ship sailed from Oran with esparto grass, and this being a 
light cargo, it was stated in evidence that it was usual to call at an iron 
port for iron ore or ballast. The ship accordingly called at Huelva, anc 


| took in iron ore, and after leaving Huelva the coal ran short, and in trying 
| to make for a port on the north coast of Spain the ship was wrecked and 


the cargo lost. It was admitted that the ship had not sufficient coal on 
board when leaving Oran to take her to Garston, and she took in no coal 
at Huelva, the quantity having been miscalculated by the engineer. In an 
action to recover damages for non-delivery of the cargo of esparto grass, 
the plaintiffs contended that the ship was unseaworthy when she left Oran, 
as she had not sufficient coal on board to take her to Garston. The defend- 
ants contended that, as she had sufficient coal when leaving Oran to take 
her to Huelva, she was seaworthy at the commencement of the voyage, 
and that the neglect to take in coal at Huelva was negligence in the 
management of the ship during the voyage within the exceptions in the 
charter-party. Day, J., held that the voyage was from Oran to Garston, 
and that the ship was unseaworthy at the commencement of the voyage, 
and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendants appealed. 

Tur Covrt (Lord Esugr, M.R , and Fry and Lorsgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esusr, M.R., said that in his opinion this was a voyage from Oran 
to Garston, and therefore the ship must be seaworthy at the commencement 
of the voyage. Not having on sufficient coal for that voyage, she 
was not seaworthy. But even if it was a voyage divided into stages, the 
stages being from Oran to Huelva, and from Huelva to Garston, the de- 
scription of such a voyage given by Parke, B., in Dixon v. Sadler (5 M. & 
W. 405, at p. 414), applied :—‘‘If the voyage be such as to require a 
different complement of men or state of equipment in different parts of 
it, as, if it were a voyage down a canal ar river, and thence across to the 
open sea, it would be enough if the vessel were, at the commencement of 
each stage of the navigation, properly manned and equipped for it.’ 
Therefore the ship ought to have been seaworthy when leaving Huelva. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. If the voyage was one voyage from Oran to 
Garston, the ship ought to have been seaworthy for that voyage when 
leaving Oran. If the voyage was a voyage in stages, the ship ought to 
have been seaworthy at the commencement of each stage, The law 
implied a warranty of seaworthiness at the commencement of the entire 
voyage, and it would not be just to allow the shipowner to escape by 
If the voyage was so divided, then the 
warranty applied at the commencement of each stage. 

Loras, L.J., conourred—Counssn, Bigham, Q.C., and Arthur Ressell : 
Barnes, Q.C., and F. W. Hellams. Soxrcrrons, Walters, Jehuson, Bubb, 
Whatton ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksley. 

[Reported by W. FP. Barry, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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BAWDEN v. LONDON, EDINBURGH, AND GLASGOW INSURANCE CO. 
—No. 1, 13th May. 


Insvurance—Acent’s AvutTHorrry—SprctAL FACTS KNOWN TO CoMPANY’S 
Acent—Liapiuity or Company. 


This was an application by the defendant company for judgment or for 
a new trial. The action was brought by the widow and administratrix 
of one Bawden, to recover £500 upon a policy of insurance against 
accident. On the 25th of August, 1888, Bawden, who was an uneducated 
man, with only a slight knowledge of reading and writing, sent to the 
defendants, through Quinn, one of their agents, a proposal for a policy 
against death or injury by accident. The proposal form was filled up by 
Quinn, and signed by Bawden, and contained a statement that Bawden 
had no physical infirmity, and that there were not any circumstances that 
rerdered him peculiarly liable to accidents. At the time of making the 

Bawden had lost the sight of one eye, which fact was known to 

Sainn, the defendants’ agent. On the 28th of August, 1888, the defend- 
ants issued a policy, one term of which was that the proposal and declara- 
tion should be the basis of the contract. The policy insured Bawden in the 
sum of £500 in the case of death or permanent total disablemeiit, and £250 
in the case of permanent partial disablement. Permanent total disablement 
was defined in the policy to be, amongst other things, the complete and 
irrecoverable loss of sight in both eyes, and partial disablement included 
the loss of sight in one eye. On the 6th of May, 1891, while the policy 
was still in force, Bawden met with an accident which deprived him of the 
sight of his remaining eye. Bawden died on the 30th of August, 1891, 
and, the defendants having refused to pay his claim of £500 for permanent 
total disablement, his widow and administratrix brought this action. The 
defendants resisted the claim, on the ground that the statements in the 
proposal form were untrue, and also upon the ground that at the most the 
laintiff could only recover £250 as for permanent partial disablement. 

e jury at the trial gave a verdict for the plaintiff for £500. The 
defendants applied for judgment or for a new trial. 

Tue Covert (Lord Esugz, M.R., and Lixpiey and Kay, L JJ.) refased 
the application. 

Esuer, M.R.,"said that the question was, what was the authority of 
the agent of the company, and that that must be gathered from the nature 
of the agent’s employment. Quinn was the agent of the company for the 

of obtaining proposals for insurance. He was not a man who 
would go to the company with a proposal, and ask them to accept it and 
pay him a commission. He was the agent of the company before he saw 
the plaintiff's husband, and it was his duty to settle the form of pro- 
with anyone who desired to be insured. In this case he went to a 
one-eyed man and persuaded him to make a proposal ; he saw the answers 
the man made, and settled the terms with him. Therefore the proposal 
must be construed as a proposal made by the company’s agent in the 
course of his employment with a one-eyed man, and in that sense the 
knowledge of the agent as to the man’s having only one eye was the 
knowledge of the company. The policy was in a printed form, and the 
general words in the policy must be construed according to the special 
circumstances of the case. When it spoke of the loss of sight in both eyes, 
it must, in the case of a one-eyed man, be taken to refer to his being 
rendered totally blind by an accident. The terms of the proposal were 
settled by the agent with a oue-eyed man, and the policy based upon that 
proposal must be construed accordingly. The verdict and judgment were 
therefore right. 

Losptzx and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Application for a new trial 
refased.—Counsex, Sir C. Russell, Q.C., Ashton Cross, and F. Dodd ; Gully, 
QC., and Henry. Sotscttrors, Wynne Barter § Keeble ; Wilkins, Blythe, 
Dution, § Hartley, for W. H. Chapman, Whitehaven. 

[Reported by F. O. Rogixsox, Barrister-at-Law. 


WILLETTS +. WATT & CO.—No. 1, 5th May. 


Master axp Sexvant—Emptovens’ Lianmiry Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 
42), s. 1, sun- section 1—‘‘ Wax ”’—*‘ Derect 1x THE CONDITION OF THE 
Waxes.” 


Action under section 1, sub-section 1, of the Employers’ Liability Act, 
1880, to recover compensation for personal injuries. The defendants were 
a firm of engineers, and the plaintiff was a hammerman in their employ- 
ment. The workshop in which the plaintiff worked was 150 feet long by 
50 feet wide, and in crossing the floor of the workshop from the place 
where he was working, in order to make some inquiry in connection with 
his work from a workman engaged at the other end of the building, he 
fell into a well which was tem rily uncovered and sustained injuries. 
The well was an old unnsed well near the middle of the workshop, covered 
over with an iron lid, and the lid had not been removed for seven years. 
Upon the day in question the cover had been removed, about half an hour 
before the accident a by direction of the foreman, in connection 
with the testing of a cylinder. Upon the floor of the workshop there were 
various appliances used in the business, such as engines, steam hammers, 
tanks, &c., and there was no defined or marked-out way for workmen to 
use when crossing the workshop. The plaintiff in his particulars stated 
that the gee yr caused by a defect in the condition of the way. The 
action was in the West Bromwich County Court, when the judge 
directed the jury that the place where the plaintif? was injured was a 
# ” within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 1, and that there was 
a“ in the condition ” of the way, and the jury, upon the question 


of megigenes, found for the intiff for £150 damages. The Divisional 
(Hawkine and Wills, JJ.) ordered judgment to be entered for the 

, upon the ground that the place where the plaintiff was injured 
was not a “ way”’ within section 1, sub-section 1 (eee 40 W. it. 237, ante, 
p- 234). The plaintiff by leave appealed. 


Tue Cover (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, upon the ground that, though the place was a ‘‘ way,’’ there 
was no “ defect in its condition.” 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it was impossible to give an exhaustive 
definition of a ‘‘ way.’’ They had to deal with the case of a workman 
going across a workshop, not for any purpose of his own, but upon his 
master’s business. The Divisional Court seemed to have thought thata 
‘* way ’’ must be a marked-out or defined way, or a way habitually used. 
He was unable to agree with that view. For the purposes of this case it 
was sufficient to say that the course which a workman in ordinary circum- 
stances took in order to go from one part of the workshop or premises 
where a part of the master’s business was being done to another part of 
the workshop or premises where another part of the business was being 
done, provided that the workman went upon his master’s business, was a 
way within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 1. That description 
completely covered this case, and therefore the place where the plaintiff 
was injured was a ‘‘ way’ within the Act. There was, however, a second 
question—namely, whether there was a ‘“‘ defect in the condition of the 
way’’? This way was so constructed that it passed over a covered well. 
The cover of the well was so constructed that it could be removed and 
put on again. The cover was taken off upon this occasion, but that was a 
natural user of the cover, and it did not amount to a ‘‘ defect in the con- 
dition of the way.’? There was merely a negligent user of the way, the 
condition of which was not defective, the negligent user consisting in the 
foreman, who directed the cover to be removed, not giving any warning 
of the fact. That would give rise to a good claim under section 1, sub- 
section 2. But the plaintiff only relied in his particulars upon sub-section 
1, and therefore he was shut out from now relying upon sub-section 2. 
The court, however, had power to do what was right and just between the 
parties, and, secing that the plaintiff had such a strong case under sub- 
section 2, they would order a new trial, allowing the plaintiff to amend 
his particulars by claiming under section 1, sub-section 2, the plaintiff to 
pay the costs both in the Divisional Court and in the Court of Appeal, the 
costs of the former trial in the county court to abide the event of the new 
trial. 

Fry, L.J., concurred. With regard to the question whether this was a 
‘way’? within the meaning of section 1, sub-section .1, the Divisional 
Court thought that a ‘‘ way’’ must be marked out by metes and bounds or 
by habitual user. It was not necessary to impose either of those conditions 
or fetters upon the term. In many workshops the workpeople passed 
frequently through the shop by fiuding their way through the vacant 
spaces between the various pieces of machinery. If the construction of 
the Divisional Court were adopted, it would exclude many ways from the 
meaning of the word ‘‘way.’’ It was only necessary to consider the 
meaning of the word so far as its elucidation was necessary for this case. 
In his opinion, whenever a vacant space on the floor of a workshop was 
habitually used for the purposes of transit by workmen on their employer's 
business, then that vacant space was a “‘ way’’ within the Act. In this 
workshop there were cranes, engines, steam hammers, tanks, boilers, &c., 
and it was obvious that the vacant space on the floor of the workshop 
must be habitually used by workmen ing across on their employer’s 
business. The business of the workshop necessarily involved the passage 
of workmen over the vacant space. Therefore this place was a ‘‘ way.’’ 
With regard to the second question, the language of section 1, sub-section 
1, read with section 2, sub-section 1, pointed to a defect of a somewhat 
cLronic character, not to a defect in the user ef the way, inasmuch as the 
‘* defect ’’ intended was to be the object of discovery and remedy. As 
Lopes, L.J., said in Walsh v. Whiteley (36 W. R. 876, 21 Q. B. D. 371), 
‘it must be a defect in the original construction or subsequent condition 
of the muchine rendering the machine unfit for the purposes to which it is 
applied when used with reasonable care and caution.’’ The defect in the 
condition was there contrasted with negligent user. This way was properly 
constructed for the purposes to which it was to be applied. The accident 
was caused by negligent user of it. The court, however, had power under 
section 122 of the County Courts Act, 1888, to make an order to insure the 
determination on the merits of the real question between the parties, and 
he therefore agreed with the order proposed by the Master of the Rolls. 

Loves, L.J., concurred. As to the meaning of the word “‘ way” in 
section 1, sub-section 1, it must be remembered that the Act was passed 
for the protection of workmen, and the courts must bear that intention in 
mind in construing it. To meet the necessities of this case, a “ way” 
might be described as any part of a workshop which a workman was 
required or which it was part of his duty to traverse on the business of his 
employer. This spot, therefore, where the plaintiff was —_ was @ 
Hit 4 within sub-section 1. As to whether there was a “‘ defect in the 
condition of the way,’’ there was no defect in its original construction, nor 
was it out of repair. It was as it was always intended to be. There war 
no defect in its condition, but there was a negligent user of it.—CounszL, 
Channell,Q.C., and Peile; Hugo Young. Sorscrrons} Keen, Rogers, § Co., for 
Rankin & Miller, West Bromwich ; Willcocks § Taylor, Wolverhampton. 


{ Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ILES v, T-——~ —North, J., 14th May. 
Contremvt oy Covnt—Arracument—Receivinoc Onper in BANnkruptoY— 
JURISDICTION. 





+ 


The defendant to this motion, a solicitor, was trustee of a settlement, 
from which office he had retired. In June, 1888, the truste of the settle- 
| ment were ordered to be carried into execution by the court, and new 
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trustees were appointed. During the process of the inquiries directed it 
was discovered that £900 Three per Cent. Annuities settled by the said 
settlement had been sold in 1880 by the defendant and the other original 
trustees, and the proceeds received by the defendant, who acted as 
solicitor for himself and his co-trustees, and that £56, part of the proceeds, 
had been retained by the defendant, and not applied under. the provisions 
of the said settlement. In an action by the new trustees the defendant 
was ordered by the court to pay to them the £56, with interest and costs. 
The defendant not having paid the money, on the 25th of March, 1892, 
the plaintiffs moved for leave to issue a writ of attachment against the 
defendant for contempt in not having complied with the above order. 
The motion was allowed to stand over by consent to the 26th of April, 
‘and again stood over till the 13th of May, the defendant having made an 
offer to pay £15. On the 11th of Maya receiving order had been made 
against the defendant on his own petition. 
Nortu, J.—It is said that the receiving order prevents me from making 
an order for attachment, and reliance is placed on section 9 of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883; but I do not see how section 9 applies, as proceedings 
had been taken before the bankruptcy, and section 10, sub-section 2, 
gives the court jurisdiction. A distinction is also drawn between a 
solicitor as an officer of the court and a trustee. I think, however, on a 
consideration of the cases, that I clearly have jurisdiction to commit. In 
Re Knowles (52 L. J. Ch. 685) Kay, J., said: ‘‘ The question is whether, 
under these circumstances, the court is at liberty to allow an attachment 
toissue. I find that it was held under the Debtors Act, 1869, that the 
court has no discretion in such a case, but is bound to let the writ issue; 
but afterwards the Act of 1878 was passed, giving the court a discretion. 
The question is how that discretion is to be exercised. I see that in Marvis 
vy. Ingram it was held distinctly that in one sense the Act was vindictive— 
that is to say, it was meant to punish fraudulent debtors . . .” And 
in Preston v. Etherington (37 Ch. D. 110) Cotton, L.J., said ‘‘ that a person 
may be Jiable to attachment under the exception, it is not necessary that 
he should have been guilty of fraud.’’ The cases of Cobham v. Daiton 
(L. R. 10 Ch. 655) and Re Ryley (15 Q. B. D. 329) are, I think, with great 
deference, inconsistent with the later cases, and in Re Manning (30 Ch. D. 
480) it did not appear that the court considered the circumstances of the 
case, or exercised its discretion, for the order for attachment was sub- 
mitted to; and in Ke Wray (36 Ch. D. 138) the Court of Appeal declined 
to interfere with my discretion, and Cotton, L.J., said: “‘ If the judge 
had held that the existence of the receiving order deprived him of jurisdic- 
tion . . . we must have entertained the appeal’’; and these words 
must mean that I had jurisdiction. In Mitchell v. Simpson (23 Q. B. D. 
879) Charles, J., followed Sir George Jessel in Marris v. Ingram (13 Ch. D. 
338) and myself in Re Wray. Kekewich, J.’s decision in Re Simes (38 
W. R. 570), in which case the learned judge considered he had not juris- 
diction owing to section 9 of the Bankruptcy Act, was differed from by 
Chitty, J., in Re Edge (W. N., 1891, p.1). Therefore, according to the 
latest decisions, it is clear to me that I have jurisdiction to commit, and I 
must now consider how I shall exercise my discretion. His lordship then 
said that, on the evidence, he was of opinion there was no contumacious 
refusal on the part of the defendant, and that it was nota case in which 
he should be punished for an offence committed sa long ago.—Covnssgt, 
7. L. Witkinson; Arthur dB. Terrell, Sourcrrors, Richard Davies ; Thomas 

Edwards. 

[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ATKINSON, WILSON +. ATKINSON—North, J., 10th May. 
Wirit—Construction—Jornt Tenancy orn Tenancy in Common —Lapse. 


A testator devised and bequeathed all his real and personal estate upon 
trust (subject to a life estate which had expired) for his nephews, John, 
‘Thomas, and Gawin, and for their respective heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, and assigns. John died before the testator; Gawin had died since 
the testator’s death, an infant and unmarried. The question was as to the 
construction of the above gift. 

Nortn, J., held that the share of John had lapsed, and was undisposed 
of by the will, and that the income of the whole went to Thomas for his 
life, with several remainders to himself and Gawin. If the case had been 
entirely new, his lordship said he should have held that a tenancy in 
common was created ; but the case could not be distinguished from Doe v. 
Green (4M. & W. 229) and Ex parte Tanner (20 Beav. 374). He therefore 
held, following these authorities, that the gift created a joint tenancy for 
the lives of the nephews and the survivors or survivor of them, with 
Temainder to them as tenants in common. Gordon v. Atkinson (1 De G. & 
8m. 478) differed from the other authorities, but was distinguishable by 
reason of the particular words of the will.—Counsgi, Sebastian; R. F. 
Norton ; Colt. Sorscrrons, Pattison, Wigg, § Co. 

{Reported by G. B. M. Coors, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re TRUBEE (Deceased)—North, J., 14th May. 

New Trvustess—Rerresentatives or Deaceasey Trustee ovr or Jurispre- 
TION— REFUSAL TO TRANSFER Secunitrirs—Vesting Orpar—Trvsrer Act, 
1850 (13 & 14 Vict. ©. 60), s. 25—R. 8S. C., LV., 18a. 

Unopposed petition by new trustees asking that the right to transfer 
certain trust securities, and to receive the dividends thereon, might vest in 


domiciled in Scotland at the time of his death, and his will, according to 
Scotch form, was duly registered in Scotland, but had not been resealed 
in England. The petitioners requested the Scotch representatives of James 
Anderson to cause his will to resealed in England, and to transfer to 
the petitioners the trust securities, consisting of a £300 debenture of the 
Scottish Australian Investment Co. (Limited) and a sum of £75 Consoli- 
dated Stock of the Royston and Hitchin Railway; but the Scotch repre 
sentatives refused to do so. The present petition was therefore presented. 
The reason for proceeding by petition and not by summons was the 
decision in Re Peach (33 Soxscrrons’ Journat, 575; of. note to ord. 45, r. 
13a, in the Annual Practice), where it was held that, where trustees have 
been appointed out of court, a vesting order can anly be obtained on 
tition. 
gon J., held that, subject to production to the registrar of an 
affidavit proving that the persons alleged te be Scotch representatives are 
legal personal representatives, and are out of the jurisdiction, he could 
make a vesting order as prayed.—Counser, MacSwinney. Soxtcrrors, 
Simpson, Rawson, § Co. 
[Reported by G. B. M. Coore, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re GUE, SMITH v. GUE—North, J., 13th May. 


Witit—Construction—NEPHEWs AND Nugces—Ciass—HvsBanp AND WIFE 
HARES. 

William Gue, who died on the 25th of September, 1877, by his will gave 
‘* tomy nephew Charles Skeats, of Melbourne, Victoria, and his wife memorial 
rings . such rings to be procured by my executors for my said 
nephew and niece. To each of my nephews and nieces following —namely, 
H. Gue, F. Gue, A. Gue, M. Gue, 8. Brown, M. Brown, J. Waterman, 
and A. Bowles—the legacy or sum of nineteen guineas.”” And the testator 
devised and bequeathed real estate and his residuary personal estate upon 
trust for ‘‘all and every my nephews and nieces living at my decease 
: to be equally divided between them if more than one, including 
my nephews and nieces to whom I have given legacies as aforesaid.”” At 
the testator’s death all the above named were living. Charles Skeats, S. 
Brown, M. Brown, and J. Waterman were nephews and nieces of the 
testator’s wife. The wife of Charles Skeats' was not the niece of the 
testator or of his wife. An originating summons having been taken out 
by the surviving executor and trustee to have it determined who were 
entitled to the testator’s residuary estate, 

Nortn, J , held, on the constraction of the will, that the nephews and 
nieces of the testator’s wife, and also the wife of Charles Skeats, were 
included in the residuary devise and bequest “‘ to all and every my nephews 
and nieces”; and said: Then do Charles Skeats and his wife take one 
share of the residue between them, or do they each take a share? Nice 
distinctions have been taken on this point, but, so far as I know, 
no case is to be found in which a husband and wife have been held 
to take only one share between them when the gift has been to them as 
members of a class. Suppose a gift to a testator’s first cousins as a class, 
and two of them intermarried. It is clear in such a case they could not 
fail to take each a share. But in the present case I have already held 
that under the previous gifts of the mourning rings Charles Skeats and 
his wife took separately, so that I cannot hold that they took those prior 
gifts separately, and that they take together afterwards. I do not see, 
therefore, how Charles Skeats and his wife could take otherwise than in 
separate shares with regard to the residue.— Covnset, Z. Dickenson ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C.; Rowden; Mackay; Methold ; Vernon Smith. Soxtcrrors, 
Garrard, James, & Wolf, for Smith ¢ Son, Andover; Lovell, Son, & Pitfeld, 
for Paris, Smith § Randall, Southampton ; Peacock $ Goddard, for Trevanion , 


Poole. 
[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FOLLIT v. THE EDDYSTONE GRANITE QUARRIES (LIM.)— 
Stirling, J., 5th May. 

Company—DEneENTURE-HOLDERS—Tarust Desp—Powsr ‘* TO SANCTION ANY 

Moprrtcation *°—Svunsequent Cuarce—Parorirty. 


This was an action by the plaintiff, on behalf of himself and all other 
the holders of the debentures issued by the above-named company, against 
the company, the trustees of the debenture-holders’ security, and Mr. 
L. G. Campbell, who was a mo claiming a charge over the com- 
[ace lb property in priority to the debenture-holders, in order to obtain a 
eclaration that the debentures constituted a first charge upon all the pro- 
perty of the company, notwithstanding Campbell's security, and an order 
that the trusts of the debenture-holders’ security might carried into 
execution under the direction of the court. The defeace was that the 
plaintiff did not represent the other debenture-holders, that they were 
opposed to the litigation, and that Campbell's security was authorized by 
a resolution passed by a majority of the debenture-holders in order to 
secure an advance made to enable the company to carry out their contracts 
and put their undertaking in working order. The debentures, some of 
which were issued in November, 1889, were in the usual form of covenants 
by the company for payment, and charges of such payment upon the com- 
y's property and undertaking, but subject to certain conditions in- 
orsed upon each debenture. According to these conditions the deben- 
tures were to rank peri passw as a first change — the property charged, 
and the holders were to be entitled to the benefit, and subject to the pro- 





the petitioners. By an indenture dated the 19th of September, 1889, and 
made between James Anderson, since deceased, the sole surviving trustee 
of the will of Henry Trubeo, deceased, and the petitioners, the said James 
Anderson appointed the petitioners to be trustees of the will in his place. 
The indenture contained a recital of intention to transfer securities ; but, 
48a matter of fact, James Anderson died on the 22nd of August, 1890, 


visions, of a covering deed dated the 19th of September, 1889, and the 
trustees of the company, who were also trustees of the deed, might at any 
time convene a meeting of the debenture-holders by notice without speci- 
fying the nature of the business to be transacted. The deed provided that 
a general meeting of the debenture-holders should have power by extra- 
ordinary resolution ** to sanction of the 





or compromise 
rights of the debenture-holders ust the company or against its pro- 
























504 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








May 21, 1892. 








perty,”’ and also ‘‘to assent to any modifications of the provisions’’ con- 
tained in the deed which should be proposed by the company. ‘The com- 
pany being in want of a temporary loan, the trustees convened a meeting 
of the debenture-holders. At that meeting, which was held on the 16th 
of September, 1890, the debenture-holders, by an extraordinary resolution, 
sanctioned a loan to the company of £5,000, such loan to take priority 
over the existing debentures and to be a first charge upon the company’s 
properties, and authorized the trustees for the debenture-holders to execute 
the necessary documents. The next day the shareholders of the company 
a an extraordinary general resolution that a temporary loan should 

negotiated, and that, in accordance with the resolution passed by the 
debenture-holders, it should be a first charge on the company’s properties 
and take precedence of the existing debenture loan. Thereupon a deed, 
dated the 2nd of October, 1890, was executed whereby the company 
charged all its property with all sums advanced by Campbell up to £5,000, 
and the trustees, at the company’s request, postponed the debenture- 
holders’ security in favour of Campbell’s mortgage. The plaintiff, who 
was not present at the meeting of the debenture-holders on the 16th of 
September, 1890, then brcught this action, and it was contended on his 
behalf that the trustees of the company had been respectively guilty of 
breaches of trust and of breaches of covenant. 

Strruine, J., after stating the facts of the case, said that the validity of 
Campbell's mortgage depended upon the validity of the resolution passed 
by the debenture-hoiders—in other words, upon the question whether the 
majority of the debenture-holders had power, by passing an extraordinary 
resolution against the wishes of the minority, to place another security in 
front of the charge in favour of the debenture-holders so as to bind the 
minority. The question was not altogether a new one. It had come 
before the Court of Appeal in Hay v. Swedish and Norwegian Railway Co. 
(33 Soxicrrors’ Journa, 455), but the decision in that case turned upon 
the language of a clause which differed from the one now under considera- 
tion. It had again come before the court in the case of the Mercantile In- 
vestment and General Trust Co, v. International Co. of Mevrico (35 Sortcrtors’ 
JourNaL, 607). There one of the clauses in the debenture deed empowered 
the debenture-holders by special resolution to ‘‘ sanction any modification 
or compromise of the rights of the debenture-holders,’’ and it was held 
that the circumstances were not such as to bring the powers of the deben- 
ture-holders into play, and consequently that dissentients and absentees 
were not bound. But there was another case, the Dominion of Canada 
Frechold Estate and Timber Co. (55 L. T. Rep. N.S. 347, 35 W. R. Dig. 41), 
before Chitty, J., in which the trust deed contained a clause empowering 
the debenture-holders to ‘‘ assent to auy modification’’ of its provisions. 
Here the words were very similar—to ‘‘sanction any modification.’’ 
Chitty, J., said: ‘‘The modification that was assented to by resolutions 
carried by the requisite majority was a modification which let in, in 
priority to the debentures, persons who needed to subscribe their money, 
for which they were to receive the security of the rent-charge. I think 
that such a resolution was authorized by the deed.’’ That was a clear 
expression of the opinion of Chitty, J., that under those words the ma- 
jority had power to postpone their security, and in accordance with the 
reasoning of the learned judge in that case his lordship came to the con- 
clusion that the resolution passed by the debenture-holders on the 16th of 
September, 1890, was a valid one. This conclusion was not inconsistent 
with what had fallen from the learned judges who had decided the two 
former cases, and it was a view which, to his lordship’s own knowledge, 
had been more than once acted on in chambers. Under these circum- 
stances he must hold that the plaintiff was not entitled to the first portion 
of the relief asked by him. It appeared, however, that the debenture- 
holders’ security had now become enforceable, and he should make a 
declaration that the trusts of the security must be carried into execution 
under the direction of the court, with liberty to apply.—CovunseL, Hastings, 
Q.C.. and Ashton Cross ; Buckley, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods , Beale, Q.C., 
and Warrington. Soxtcrrors, Wood § Wootton; S. T. Biggs; Harwood & 
Stephenson. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re OWEN, FRISBY, DYKE, & CO. +. OWEN—Kekewich, J., 14th May. 


ADMINISTRATOR— BuSINESS CARRIED ON BY Executors—Costs or Execurors 
IN ADMINISTRATION AcTION—DeEBTS INCURRED IN CARRYING ON THE BusI- 
NESS—Prioniry. 


Executors carried on a testator’s business in accordance with the pro- 
visions in his will. In carrying on the business the executors incurred 
debts. An action was commenced by a creditor for the administration of 
the testator’s estate, and an administration decree was made. It was 
found that the proceeds of the testator’s estate were not sufficient to pay 
in full the costs of the executors in the action and the debts incurred by 
them in carrying on the business. The question now arose in what order 
eo ig and debts ought to be paid out of the proceeds of the testator’s 

Kexewicu, J., referred to Stott v. Milne (25 Ch. D. 715) and Dowse 
v. Gorton (1891, A. C. 203), and said that the business had been con- 
tinued by the executors properly, and, it was to be assumed, with the 
assent of the creditors. He considered that, according to the principle 
stated in the cases referred to, the costs of the executors ought to be paid 
oo to the debts.—CounszL, Clare ; Church. Soxtcrrons, North, Kirk, 
§ Cornett ; Pearce, Jones, & Co. 

: [Reported by Joux Wiyxvriep, Barrister-at-Law. 


GRIFFITHS ». HUGHES—Kekewich, J., 12th May. 


Constauction—‘ At Tue Instication ox Request on witH THE CONSENT IN 
Wairine ’’—Trustee Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 59), 8. 6. 


A question arose in this action as to the construction of section 6 of the 








Trustee Act, 1888. This section provides that ‘‘ where a trustee shall 
have committed a breach of trust at the instigation or request or with the 
consent in writing of « beneficiary, the court may, if it shall think fit, . . , 
make such order as to the court shall seem just for impounding all or any 
part of the interest of the beneficiary in the trust estate by way of in- 
demnity to the trustee.’’ It was contended that the section should be 
construed as if the words ‘‘in writing’ had been inserted after the words 
‘instigation ’’ and ‘‘ request.’’ 

Kexewicn, J.—The section might be read grammatically—at the insti- 
gation in writing, or request in writing, or consent in writing. Such a 
reading, however, would be very clumsy; and he did not think that it 
could have been intended by the draftsman. He therefore held that the 
words ‘‘ in writing’’ applied to consent only, ‘and not to instigation or 
request.—CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and C. Hawkins ; Warmington, Q.C., 
and Vernon Smith. Soxrcrrors, William Tayler § Sons, for R. Luck ; Bloxam, 
Ellison, § Co., for Cemlyn Jones § Thomas. 

[Reported by Joun WixKFiELD, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MC NAY v. ALT—14th May. 


Practice — Wart — Teste — Omission. or NAME or Lorp CHANCELLOR— 
R. 8. C., IL., 3, 8—AmenpMent—Sratvte or Liurrations. 


This was an appeal from chambers which raised the question as to the 
validity of a writ of summons in which the name of the Lord Chancellor 
had been accidentally omitted, the space for its insertion on the form 
used having been left blank. The writ was issued on the 5th of January, 
1892, and was for £131 3s. 6d. for professional services and for money 
paid, and on the 22nd of April was sent to the defendant, by whom it 
was returned, the omission being pointed out. The plaintiff then 
applied er parte to the master at chambers, who amended the writ by 
adding the name of the Lord Chancellor, and it was then re-served upon 
the defendant. In the meantime, however, the Statute of Limitations had 
run against part of the claim, and the defendant took out a summons to 
strike out the amendment, upon which the master made an order setting 
aside the writ and all proceedings. The plaintiff appealed to the judge, 
who referred the matter to the court. Counsel for the appellant was 
stopped by the court after stating the facts. It was contended by counsel 
for the respondent that ord. 2, r. 3, and ord. 2, r. 8, which required the 
writ to be in the form provided by the rules, and to be tested in the name 
of the Lord Chancellor, were imperative, and that the original writ was 
therefore bad. Further, as the effect of the amendment would be to 
deprive the defendant of the benefit of the Statute of Limitations as to 
part of the claim, it ought not to have been allowed, and was rightly struck 
out. He cited The W. A. Scholten (36 W. R. 539, 13 P. D. 9), Hewett v. 
Barr (39 W. R. 294; 1891, 1 Q. B. 98), Pleasants v. East Dereham Local 
Board (47 L. T. 489, 31 W. R. Dig. 156). 

Tue Covrtr (Day and Cartes, JJ.) allowed the appeal, with costs.— 
CounseL, Mattinson ; Leslie. Sourcrrors, Tahourdins § Hitchcock ; Badham § 
Williams. 

{Reported by J. P. Metor, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THE GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. v. WINDER—12th May. 


Rartway Company—Excvursion Ticker—Rieut To use ror INTERMEDIATE 
STATION. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of his Honour Judge Greenhow 
in the Leeds County Court nonsuiting the plaintiff company. The 
question raised was as to the right of a passenger who had taken an 
excursion return ticket from one station to another at a reduced fare to use 
the ticket for an intermediate station. The defendant took an excursion 
return ticket from Leeds to Skegness, and paid eight shillings therefor. 
He alighted at Thursby, an intermediate station on the line between 
Leeds and Skegness. The single fare to Thursby was nine shillings. 
This action was brought to recover one shilling, the difference between 
the eight shillings paid by the defendant and the ordinary single fare to 
Thursby. There was no bye-law of the company applicable to the cir- 
cumstances, and the county court judge so found, but held that the 
sum sought to be recovered was a sum in the nature of a penalty, and 
that the principle of Tie London and Brighton Railway Co. v. Watson (27 W. 
R. 614, 4 C. P. D. 118) applied. He therefore nonsuited the plaintiff 
company, but gave leave to appeal. It was argued in support of the appeal 
that this case was distinguishable from Watson’s case, on the ground that 
this was a matter of contract and not provided for by any bye-law. 

Tue Covrr (Day and Cuaruzs, JJ.) held that the county court judge 
had misapplied the word ‘‘ penalty,” and that the plaintiff company were 
entitled to recover. Appeal allowed.—CounszL, (. A. Russell, SotcrTors, 
Nelson, Barr, § Co, The respondent was not represented. 


{Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHARRATT vy. SCOTNEY—10th May. 


Minirary AvtHoritres — Brrtetinc — Brutet Listr—Ricur to Bret 
GREATER NUMBER THAN THAT PROVIDED FOR IN Brtuet Lisr—Army Act, 
1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 58), ss. 103-110. 


This was a case stated by justices of the borough of Huntingdon, the 
question being whether the list of victualling houses, and ‘‘ the number of 
soldiers and horses who may be billeted thereon,”’ made out in pursuance 
of section 107 of the Army Act, 1881, is conclusive as to the number of 
soldiers who may be billeted on any ticular house, or whether the 
keeper of such house is bound to provide accommodation for a number of 
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soldiers in excess of the number assigned to his house by such list. The 
respondents, Scotney and Allsopp, were the keepers of the ‘“‘Sun”’ and 
the ‘‘ General Peel ’’ inns respectively at Huntingdon. A ‘‘ billet list ”’ 
for the borough was kept pursuant to section 107 of the Army Act, 1881, 
and in such list the accommodation for soldiers in the two houses respec- 
tively was stated to be six on ordinary occasions and eight ‘in cases of 
emergency. On the 15th of March billet notices were directed to the 
respondents by the billet master of the borough, requiring them to 
receive and provide accommodation for ten and twelve men respectively. On 
the arrival of the men at the houses the respondents refused to receive them, 
alleging that they had not sufficient accommodation in their houses for 
those numbers of men. No proposal was made by the sergeants in charge 
of the men, and no offer was made by the respondents that the respondents 
should receive any less number than ten and twelve respectively. An 
info: nation which was preferred at the Huntingdon Petty Sessions against 
the respondents under section 110 of the Act for refusing to receive the 
men was dismissed, the justices being of opinion that the billet list was 
conclusive as to the accommodation which the respondents were bound 
to supply. Section 103 of the Act enacts that every constable in charge 
at any place in the United Kingdom shall, on the demand of the com- 
manding officer, ‘‘ billet on the occupiers of victualling houses .. . 
such numbers of officers, soldiers, and horses entitled under this Act to 
be billeted as are mentioned in the route and stated to require quarters.’’ 
By section 105 ‘‘ all officers and soldiers of her Majesty’s regular forces 
shall be entitled to be billeted.’’ Section 106 provides that ‘‘the keeper 
of a victualling house upon whom any officer, soldier, or horse is billeted 
shall receive such officer, &c., in his victualling house’’; and the same 
section gives permission to the keeper of a victualling house to provide the 
accommodation required in the immediate neighbourhood where he desires 
to be relieved from the liability to receive such officer, &c., in his victu- 
alling house. Section 108 provides for a complaint being made to a 
justice by a victualler if he ‘‘ feels aggrieved by having an undue propor- 
tion of officers, &c., billeted on him.’’ Section 110 provides for the infliction 
of a fine (on summary conviction) upon a victualler who has refused to 
receive soldiers billeted upon him. 

Tue Court (Day and Cuartzs, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Day, J.—I am sorry to be obliged to come to the conclusion that the 
justices were wrong, but the question turns upon the construction of the 
Act of Parliament. The construction which we are bound to put upon it 
seems to me to involve the putting of a great deal of unnecessary hardship 
upon both the innkeepers and the soldiers. The police have made out a 
list of the accommodation for soldiers which they think these houses can 
provide, and they have put the numbers at six on ordinary occasions and 
eight in cases of emergency; but on this occasion ten and twelve have 
been put upon these houses. It is a great hardship to stuff men into these 
houses, in excessive numbers; but upon the construction of the Act I am 
bound to decide that the military authorities are entitled to do this: what- 
ever number of soldiers are sent into Huntingdon they must be accommo- 
dated in the victualling houses there. 

Cuanres, J.—I am of the same opinion. By section 103 the constable 
is bound to find billets for such number of men as is mentioned in the 
route, and if he neglects to do so he is liable to a fine under section 109. 
Under section 106 the keeper of the victualling house is placed under a 
statutory obligation to find accommodation for the men billeted upon him, 
and if he cannot accommodate them in his house he must do so else- 
where. Yet it is said that this liability is limited by section 107—that 
when the billet list states that the accommodation which can be furnished 
by each of these two public-houses is six or (upon emergency) eight, that 
is conclusive; and that no more than eight can, under any circum- 
stances, be billeted upon each house. I think that view is wrong. This 
list merely shews the proportion in which the billeting is to be borne by 
the different victuallers in the town. Under section 108 a victualler who 
is “‘aggrieved by having an undue proportion’’ billeted upon him may 
complain to the justices. No doubt upon this occasion too many soldiers 
were put upon this town, but whatever the number the houses which are 
liable to billeting must provide for them. The list might provide for 
three hundred men only, and five hundred might be billeted upon the 
town: the victuallers would be obliged to find places for them, but in the 
proportions stated in the list. Case remitted to the magistrates.—CounsgL, 
Little; Avory. Soxtcrrors, Peacock § Goddard, for Maule § Sons, Hunting- 
don; C. A. Penley, for Hunnybun § Son, Huntingdon. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HEWLETT v,. ALLEN & SONS—6th May. 


Master anp Servant—Trvcx Actrs—Waces, Contract ror Depvections 
FROM—LEGALITY oF Depvctions—Trvck Act, 1831 (1 & 2 Witt. 4, c. 37), 
8. 23. 

Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of the judge of the Bow 
County Court of Middlesex, in which the judge had given judgment for 
the plaintiff for a sum of £1 63s. 10d. The appellants, Messrs. Allen & 
Sons, are manufacturers of confectionery, and the plaintiff was in their 
service between the years 1886 and 1891, at wages varying from 7s. to 10s. 
a week. The employment of the plaintiff was such as to bring her within 
the protection of the Truck Acts, 1831 and 1887. When the plaintiff was 
em Ba by the defendants she always signed a contract with the 
defendants which was in these terms :—‘' I hereby agree to conform to all 
the rules and regulations of Messrs. Allen & Sons’ works, and to submit 
to the penalties for breach of the same, a copy of which rules and - 
tions was given me at the time of signing this.’’ Rule 28 of these rules— 
which were contained in a pamphlet—provided that ‘‘all employees will have 

become members of the sick and accident club.’’ This sick and accident 
club was the ‘‘ Amicable Griffins Sick and Benefit Society,’’ and one of the 





rules of this club required the members to contribute subscriptions, accord- 
to the scale of wages they were paid, to provide for medical and other 
relief in case of sickness, accident, or death. According to the scale in 
force, the amount which the plaintiff would have to pay would be 23d. per 
week, and this amount of 23d. was each week stop) or deducted from 
her wages, a small card being Lo her at the time of each payment 
shewing the amount so deducted. The plaintiff had never required any 
netieet or other relief from the fund, and received no other benefit from 
it. The plaintiff brought the present action in the county court to recover 
back the sum of £1 6s. 10d., being the sum which the defendants had so 
deducted from her wages, and the judge of the county court gave judgment 
for her for that sum, being of opinion that these stoppages or deductions 
did not come within the exemption of seetion 23 the Truck Act, 1831 
(1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 37), and were therefore illegal, and could be recovered. 
From this judgment the defendants appealed. Section 23 of the Truck 
Act, 1831, provides that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall extend or be 
construed to extend to prevent any employer of any artificer, or agent of 
any such employer, from supplying or contracting to supply to any such 


artificer any medicine or medical attendance nor from making or 
contracting to make any stop’ or deduction from the w of any such 
artificer for or in respect of such medicine or medical attendance, provided 


always that such stoppage or deduction shall not be in any case made from 
the wages of such artificer, unless the agreement for such stoppage or 
deduction shall be in writing and signed by such artificer.’’ It was 
admitted that the plaintiff’s employment was such that she would come 
within this section. 

Day, J.—This case is one of very considerable importance, not merely in 
respect of the general question raised by it, but also upon the very 
important question as to the general applicability of the Truck Acts to this 
case upon their true construction. There have been some decisions on 
this Truck Act, and one of them substantially covers this case, but on 
account of the importance of the case I trust an appeal will be had. The 
case is not within the mischief of the Truck Acts, and we think it is 
governed by the decision in the case of Lamb v. Great Northern Railway Co. 
(39 W. R. 475; 1891, 2 Q. B. 281), a case which was very similar in its 
circumstances to the present, and we think that there was no real or 
substantial difference between the two cases, and we hold that the plaintiff 
fails to make ont her tight to recover these payments. I am clearly of 
opinion that these deductions were made for the sick fund, and that the 
money has been so applied, and as to the fact that the plaintiff had no 
occasion to draw any benefit from the club, it makes no substantial 
difference whether she is thrown upon the club or not. The general 
character of the subscription is that of a subscription toa sick club. I 
think, therefore, that the judgment of the learned judge was wrong, and 
should be reversed, and this appeal allowed. 

Cuartes, J.—I am of the same opinion. It seems to me that the 
principle of the case of Lamb v. Great Northern Railway Co. is applicable 
here. In Zamb’s case there was undoubtedly such a contract as there is in 
this case. The fund here and in Lamd’s‘case seems to have had the same 
objects, and there the judges held that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
recover. True, that in Lamb’s case the learned judges point to the fact 
that the plaintiff had the benefit of the sick fund ; but in principle I cannot 
see any difference whether that is soor not. It seems to me, therefore 
that the decision in the case of Lamb v. Great Northern Railway Co. does 
really cover this case, and that we should follow it. I think, therefore, 
that the judgment of the county court judge should be reversed. Appeal 
allowed. Judgment for the defendants.—Covnset, Finlay, Q.C., and 
Crispe; Compton Smith and Corrie Grant. Soxrerrors, Millner Jutsum ; 
Shaen, Roscoe, § Co. 

(Reported by Sir Suerston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


HAMILTON +. WALKER—4th May. 


Justices — Practice — Two Inrormations — Distinct CHarGes — Justices 
HEARING SECOND INFORMATION BEFORE DECIDING ON F'mst. 


In this case two special cases were stated by justices of Cheshire, but 
the question determined by the court arose upon facts not expressly found. 
It appeared that a man named Hamilton was summarily convicted by the 
justices upon two informations, the first charging him with unlawfully 
delivering to one Wright, alias Farrell, certain indecent advertisements 
with the intent that they should be exhibited contrary to the provisions of 
the Indecent Advertiseme:.t Act (52 & 53 Vict. c. 18, 8. 4), and the second 
with aiding and abetting the said Wright or Farrell to exhibit them 
within the meaning of section 3 of the same Act. During the argument 
it was admitted that the following course of procedure was adopted by the 
justices at the hearing of the above informations. After the first had been 

eard, counsel for the defendants applied to the court to dismiss the case, 
but after hearing the solicitor on the other side the justices retired, and on 
returning into court announced that they ‘‘ reserved Fay og ” until 
they had heard the second case. They then th the hearing of 
the second information, and upon its conclusion convicted and sentenced 
the defendant upon the first and second informations. It was contended 
by counsel for the appellant defendant with regard to this point that the 
justices were bound to acquit or convict the defendants upon the first in- 
formation before going on to hear another case of a similar nature ; that 
it was possible, and indeed probable, that the evidence in the second case 
might have influenced their decision upon the first, and, therefore, that the 
first conviction was bad. They further contended that the second con- 
viction was also bad, on the ground that it infringed upon the principle of 
section 10 of Jervis’s Act, and that it practically convicted the defendant 
twice for the same offence, the evidence being almost identical m both. 
It was contended by counsel for the respondent that there was nothing in 





the case or in the statement of the magistrates to shew that they were 
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influenced in their decision of the first case by the second, that they merely 
adjourned their decision, and that as the facts as to the procedure adopted 
by the magistrates did not appear upon the case, the court ought, if they 
felt pressed by the point, to send the case back. [Vaughan Williams, J., 
referred to Knight v. Halliwell (22 W. R. 689, L. R. 9 Q. B. 412), and 
pointed out that the court had power to determine on facts although not 
expressly raised by the case. The case ought not to be sent back to be 
restated unless counsel was instructed that something material could be 
added.] Upon reference thereupon to the shorthand notes, the above- 
mentioned facts were disclosed. 

Tue Covrt (Pottock, B., and Vavenan Writs, J.) held that both 
convictigns must be quashed. 

Pottock, B., in giving judgment, said that the magistrates in this case 
had heard the first information and on being asked to dismiss it they 
determined instead to hear the second case, and having done so, the 
defendant was, in the words of the case, “‘ duly convicted’’ on the first. 
The question which the court had to determine was, first, whether under 
such circumstances that conviction could stand. It was not necessary to 
go so far as to say that the case came within section 10 of Jervis’s Act. 
But it came within the principle that every case ought to stand on its own 
merits and that the magistrates should decide upon the evidence in each 
case, and on that alone. It seemed, moreover, that neither of these cases 
could have been properly tried, as they seemed to have been mixed up 
together, and both convictions ought to be quashed. 

Vavouan Wiis, J., agreed, and said that in his opinion the proce- 
dure adopted by the magistrates made both convictions bad. In the first 
case they were bound to decide upon the evidence on that alone. In the 
second, the conviction was bad because the defendant had a right to have 
the first case disposed of first. Speaking for himself, the learned judge 
added that, assuming there had been a proper conviction on the first case, 
no conviction could be obtained on the second, because it was plain, in his 
— that there would have been here two convictions for one 
offence.—Cotnset, Hopwood, Q.C., and Dr. Commins; J. E. Bankes. 
Soxicrtors, C. B. Taylor, Liverpool; A. Harris, Altrincham. 

[Reported by J. P. Mexior, Barrister-at-Law] 


GUARDIANS OF WEST HAM UNION v. CHURCHWARDENS AND 
gos EERS OF THE PARISH OF ST. MATHEW, BETHNAL GREEN— 
6t ay. 


Poor Law—Serriement—CuiLp tNDER SIxTEEN—RESIDENCE APART FROM 
Parent—Drvipvep Panisues Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 61), ss. 34, 35. 


This was an appeal by the West Ham Union, upon a case stated, from 
a decision of the court of quarter sessions for the county of London held at 
Clerkenwell, dismissing an appeal against an order of a metropolitan magis- 
trate, by which the legal settlement of Caroline Batcheliar, a pauper, was 
adjudged to be in the parish of Low Leyton, in the West Ham Union. 
The pauper was the child of James and Catherine Batcheliar, and was born 
on the 27th of July, 1865. Her father died when she was two years old, 
and her mother was still living, and was settled in the Shoreditch Union. 
At the age of thirteen the pauper went into domestic service, and from 
1879 to 1883, that is, from the age of fourteen to eighteen, she resided 
without interruption in the appellants’ union, being during that period in 
domestic service at Low Leyton. After the 27th of July, 1883, she 
resided for two years with her mother at places outside the appellant 
union. She was then in service outside the appellant union until 1887, 
and after that again resided with her mother until, in August, 1891, she 
became chargeable to the respondent parish. The pauper’s mother had 
never resided, and had never acquired a status of irremovability or a 
settlement, in the appellant union. It was contended for the appellants 
that the uninterrupted residence of the pauper from fourteen to eighteen 
was not such as to confer a settlement in the appellant union, because, the 
pauper having been in domestic service, and for a part of the time under 
the age of sixteen with a parent living, such residence did not render her 
irremovable within section 34 of the Divided Parishes Act, 1876. 

Tue Covet (Pottock, B., and Vavenas Wriiurams, J.) dismissed the 
aj > 
‘oLLock, B., said that in his opinion the respondents were entitled to 
judgment. The question was whether with regard to the period before 
the pauper was sixteen years old she had acquired a settlement in the 

lant union. He did not agree with the contention of the appellants 
t the result of the Divided Parishes Act, 1876, ss. 34, 35, as interpreted 
by the House of Lords in Reigate Guardians vy. Croydon Guardians (38 W. R. 
295, 14 App. Cas. 465), was that the law must now be considered apart 
from the early statutes and decisions. He did not think that the Legislature 
had intended by the Act of 1876 to repeal all the past law on the subject. 
The result of the cases was to shew that a child under sixteen could, by 
srg by wy from its parent, obtain a settlement for itself, and section 
34 of Act of 1876 fixed the period of residence necessary for this pur- 
pose at three years. Therefore, in this case the pauper, by her uninter- 
rupted residence in the appellant union between the ages of fourteen and 
Fea acquired a a there. He did not think that in so 
deciding were in any wa rting from the principles laid down in 
the House of Lords. A prope , . 

Vavonas Wititams, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed. —Covssen, Jelf, 

QC., and Muir; Beren. Soractrrons, Hillearys ; W. P. Howard. 
Reported by FP. 0. Rontxsom, Barrister-at-Law. 


LONDON AND PROVINCIAL STEAM LAUNDRY CO. «. 
LOCAL BOAERD—10th May. 

Pemiusc Heavru Act, 1875, 6. 42—Removat ov Rerver—Hover Rerver— 
Tusve Rervee—Cuxxers yuom Funsxaces 1s Launpny. 


The appellants carried on the business of a laundry within the district of 


WILLESDEN 











the respondent board. They used large furnaces to generate steam for 
the purpose of heating water employed in their business and for heating 
the living rooms and other parts of the building. The respondent board 
refused to remove the clinkers produced in these furnaces, as not being 
‘**house refuse ’? which they were bound to remove under the provisions of 
section 42 of the Public Health Act, 1875. The appellants thereupon pre- 
ferred an information against the respondents, but the magistrates 
dismissed it, being of opinion that the clinkers in question were not 
** house refuse,’”’ and that the appellants’ laundry was not a house within 
the meaning of section 42. ‘‘ House’’ is by section 4of the Public Health 
Act defined to include (if not inconsistent with the context) ‘‘ schools, also 
factories and other buildings in which more than twenty persons are 
employed at one time.’’ About ninety persons were employed in the 
appellants’ laundry, some of whom lived inthe building. It was argued for 
the appellants that the laundry was a house, and that the clinkers were 
*“house refuse,’’ not being ‘‘ trade refuse’’ within the definitions given 
by the Court of Appeal in The Vestry of St. Martin’s v. Gordon (39 W. R. 
295; 1891, 1Q. B. 61). 

Tue Cover (Day and Cuartzs, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Day, J., said that, without attempting to give definitions, he was clearly 
of opinion that this was not house refuse. 

Cuartes, J., said that the appellants rested their argument upon the 
definition cf ‘‘ house’’ as including ‘‘factories,’? &c.; but the Act said 
that it was to have that meaning where not inconsistent with the context, 
and he thought that such a meaning would be inconsistent with the con- 
text in section 42. This refuse was not rubbish of the description spoken of 
by Bramwell, B., in Lyndon v. Standbridge (5 W. R. 590, 2 H. & N. 45), as 
** house, occupation, inhabitancy, or domestic rubbish,’’ and it was not 
‘**house refuse’’ within section 42. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, R. A. 
Germaine; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and Munro. Sortcrrors, Wilkinson, 
Howlett, § Wilkinson ; Tilley § Sons. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ARMITAGE AND ANOTHER v. FISON & CO.—2nd May. 


Practice —Costs—ActTIon ON CoNTRACT FOR LESS THAN £50 BROUGHT IN 
Hicu Court—AcTION TRANSFERRED TO County Court—Less THAN £20 
RECOVERED—PLAINTIFF’S RIGHT TO Costs IN County Court—Covunrty 
Courts Act, 1888, ss. 65, 116. 


Appeal from an order of Pollock, B., at chambers, refusing a writ of 
prohibition to prohibit the registrar of the Ipswich County Court from 
proceeding with’a certain taxation of costs, the question being whether, 
when an action of contract, which might have been commenced in a 
county court, is commenced in the High Court, and, after certain pro- 
ceedings therein in the High Court, is transferred to the county court, anda 
judgment is recovered by the plaintiff for a sum less than £20, the plaintiff 
is entitled to costs with respect to that part of the proceedings which 
took place in the county court. An action of contract to recover a balance 
of £31 16s. 4d. was brought in the High Court. The defendants appeared 
to the action, and pleaded a defence and a set-off or counter-claim, and 
the plaintiffs put in a reply. After these proceedings in the High Court 
the action was, by an order of a master, remitted to be tried in the 
Ipswich County Court of Suffolk. The action was accordingly tried before 
the learned county court judge of that court, without a jury, who found 
for the plaintiffs, on their claim, for £17 4s. 10d., and for the defendants, 
on their counter-claim, for £7. The learned judge entered judgment for 
the plaintiffs for £17 4s. 10d., with costs; and for the defendants for £7, 
with costs. On the taxation of the plaintiffs’ costs the registrar dis- 
allowed all the plaintiffs’ costs—which amounted to £42 163. 2d.— 
disallowing not only the costs incurred in the High Court before the 
transfer, but also all costs incurred in the county court after the transfer. 
The registrar made this order relying on section 116 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, which deprived a plaintiff in such a case of costs when the 
sum recovered did not exceed £20, unless there were a certificate for 
such costs under that section, and in this case there was no such 
certificate. The registrar made this order as to the costs, not 
omitting to consider the effect of section 65 of the Act—under 
which section the action was remitted—but he considered that the 
words in that section in no way relieved the plaintiffs from the penalty 
which they had incurred under section 116 for bringing in the High 
Court an action which could have been brought in the county court. The 
county court judge, on appeal, varied this order of the registrar by allow- 
ing to the plaintiffs the costs of all the proceedings in the county court on 
the county court scale. It was not contended that the plaintiffs were en- 
titled to costs in respect of the proceedings in the High Court before the 
transfer. The defendants then applied to Pollock, B., at chambers, for a 
writ of prohibition to prohibit the officers of the county court from pro- 
ceeding further with the taxation of the plaintiffg costs. The learned 
judge refused an order for a prohibition, and the defendants now ap- 
pealed. By section 65 of the Cbunty Courts Act, 1888, where an action is 
remitted under the section, ‘‘ the costs of the parties in respect of proceed- 
ings subsequent to the order of the judge of the High Court shall be 
allowed according to the scale of costs for the time being in use in the 
county courts, and the costs of the order and all proceedings previously 
thereto shall be allowed according to the scale of costs for the time being 
in use in the Su Court.’’ By section 116: ‘‘ With respect to any 
action brought in the High Court which could have been commenced in a 
county court, the following provisions shall apply : () Tf in an action 
founded on contract the plaintiff shall recover a sum less than £20, he 
shall not be entitled to any costs of the action’’—unless he gets a certifi- 
cate under that section. For the defendants it was now contended that 
the plaintiffs were not entitled to any costs at all; that section 65 did not 
apply, or rather that section 65 did not overrule or do away with section 
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116, and that under section 116 the plaintiffs, having recovered less than 
£20, were not entitled to any costs at all. 

Day, J.—I am clearly of opinion that there is no ground to grant this 

hibition to restrain the registrar from doing that which he was clearly 
d to do by the express words of the Legislature. 

Cuarizs, J.—I am of the same opinion. I am of opinion that, reading 
section 65, the parties to the action have a right to costs subsequent to the 
transfer. As here there was less than £20 recovered, the judge of the 
county court would have had no right to allow any costs for the proceed- 
ings in the High Court, but I think that the judge of the county court was 
right in allowing these costs of proceedings in the county court to be 
taxed. The section gives a right to have these costs taxed. Appeal dis- 
missed.—Covnset, Rawlinson; Poyser. Sorrcrrors, Flower § Nussey ; 
Rhodes §& Son, for Steward § Rouse, Ipswich. 

{Reported by Sir Surrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex porte HUGHES AND OTHERS, 2c HOWES—Q. B. Div., 10th May. 


Banxruptcy—Banxrvptcy Notice—‘In accoRDANCE WITH JUDGMENT”? 
—Action ny Trustezs—Names or TRUSTEES OMITTED FROM Nortice— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sup-sEcTion 1 (9). 

By section 4, sub-section 1, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, a debtor 
commits an act of bankruptcy (g) “‘If a creditor has obtained a 
final judgment against him for any amount ,and, execution thereon not 
having been stayed, has served on him .... @ ptcy notice 
. + . requiring him to pay the judgment debt in accordance with the 
terms of the judgment, or to secure or compound for it to the satisfaction 
of the creditor or the court, and he does not . . . either comply with 
the requirements of the notice or satisfy the court that he has a counter- 
claim,’’ &c. On November 5, 1889, a writ was issued in the names of A., 
B., C., and D. as plaintiffs against the debtor and his mother for 8 
for breach of covenant to repair contained in a lease. On April 24, 1890, 
interlocutory pent was signed for want of defence, and on August 
11, 1891, final judgment was signed for £166 11s.4d. The judgment pur- 
ported to be in the name of ‘‘ A. and others,’’ without mentioning B., C., 
and D. On January 22, 1892, a bankruptcy notice was issued against the 
debtor, one of the defendants, in the name of ‘‘ A. and others,’’ without 
mentioning B., C., and D. by name, but adding the words “‘ trustees of”’ 
a certain charity. The registrar of the county court at Stafford set aside 
the bankruptcy notice, and from that decision the creditors now appealed. 

Tue Court (Pottock, B., and Vaveuan Wrturams, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. Poxtock, B., said that the court was driven to the conclusion that 
this ptcy notice was wronginform. It was founded on a judgment 
of the Queen’s Bench Division, and that judgment was founded on a writ 
which was entitled as plaintiffs in the names of the Rev. N. T. Hughes 
and a number of other gentlemen, without shewing the right or title in 
which they sued. There was no appearance, and the judgment was in 
the names of the Rev. N. T. Hughes ‘‘and others.”” Then came the 
bankruptcy notice, which unfortunately took up a third and new form, 
not setting out all the names, but setting out the Rev. N. T. Hughes 
‘and others ’’ and, for the first time, ‘‘ trustees of St, John’s Hospital, 
Northampton.’’ The notice was the usual one calling on the debtor to pay 
the amount due, and the court must come to the conclusion that it was a 
bad notice. It was not in accordance either with the judgment or the 
writ. It might be said that the objection taken was a technical objection, 
but, taking the business of the courts as a whole, it would be found that 
more trouble and expense would be incurred by attempting to put techni- 
cal objections right than for the courts to say that the document must be 
drawn up in proper form. 

Vavenan Wiitiams, J., concurred, and said that it had been argued 
thatif the bankruptcy notice was bad in form that the court had power to 
amend it. But the court ought hardly ever to amend a bankruptcy 
notice. Noncompliance with such notice brought about penal conse- 
quences, and the court ought to be very sparing in amending it.— CovnsgEL, 
Muir Mackenzie; Herbert Reed. Sortcrrons, Phipps §¢ Watkins, for A. 
Phipps, Northampton ; A. C. Doyle, for F. 1”. Thompson, Stafford. 

[Reported by C. F. Morrext, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen have been called to the Bar by the several 
societies named :— 

Lincoln’s Inn.—William Bernard Blackwell, University of London ; 
Francis Arthur Morton, B.A., Oxford; Perey John Kendall, B.A., Oxford ; 
Rowland Thomas Mortimer Berkeley, B.A., Cambridge ; Arthur Richard 
Appach, M.A., Oxford ; and Lala Parkash Chand. 

nner Temple.—Henry Boyd Carpenter, M.A., Cambridge; Richard 

vies Garnons- Williams ; Richard ns, M.A., Oxford; Irving Kent, 
B.A., Oxford; James William Herschell Gully, B.A., Oxford ; Balthazar 
Ways Sargant Foster, B.A., Oxford ; Philip Joseph Gutterez Henriques, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Harry Knox, B.A., Oxford (holder of a scholarship in 
Real yes | w, awarded February, 1892); Robert Matteson Johnston, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Alan Frederick Hogg, B.A., Cambridge; James Ashton 
Fairhurst, B.A., Cambridge; Charles Henry Evan-Thomas, B.A., Cam. 
bridge ; Olusomoka Rotimi Ajade ; Charles Bathurst, B.A., Oxford ; Vivian 





Matthews; James Cadell Garrick, B.A., Cambridge; Horace Maxwell 
Johnson, Oxford ; Edward Melvill, B.A., Oxford; John Michael 
Porral, London; Richard England Jackson, B.A., Cambri ; James 
Burchell, B.A., Cambridge; Sydney Hilton Barber, LL.B., Cambridge ; 
Allen Henry Powles, M.A., Oxford ; Robert Gibson, B.A., Oxford ; 
Henry Straus Quixano Henriques, B.A., Oxford (Vinerian scholar, holder 
of a scholarship in Common Law, awarded February, 1892); Hi Soper 
Cox, Cambridge ; Chief Kofi Asaam ; Daniel Logan, Cambridge ~~ 24 
Prasada Srivastava : Louis Norbert Joseph M’Vane ; and John Correia. 

Middle Temple.—Charles Vandeleur Creagh, C.M.G., Governor of North 
Borneo and Labuan; David Lewis Harris, M.A., Downing College, Gam- 
bridge ; Thomas Griffith Davies, B.A., Jesus College, Oxford (lecture 

rize Real and Personal property) ; Walter Kennedy M’Dougall, M.A., 
Briel College, Oxford ; Michael James Farrelly, M.A., LL.B., of the Irish 
Bar (Barston law scholar, Brooke Exhibitioner, Royal University, Ireland) ; 
Cyril Vyvyan Hawksford, B.A., Merton College, Oxford ; Mathew Robert 
Stedman ; Charles Andrew O’Brien, of the Irish Bar, B.A., LL.D., Royal 
University, Ireland, 1st and 2nd class Middle Temple Common Law scholar ; 
Fateh Chand Mehta, B.A., Christ’s College, Cambridge ; Lawrence Duck- 
worth; Thomas Sherren Whittaker, B.A., Trinity College, Cambridge ; 
Dadabhai Mancherji Colah, Bombay University ; John Frederick Devenish- 
Meares, B.A., University of Dublin; Hugh Chisholm, B.A., Corpus Christi 
College, Oxford; Nicholas Julian Patterson, B.A., Durham University ; 
Alfred Adam : Mirullah Shah ; Wilfred Jadowin Swaries, B.A., Calcutta 
University ; George Langford Gibson, University of London; Edward 
Clarence Jackman aes in Equity and Real and Personal Property) ; 
Mancherji Kharsedji Lalkaka, Bombay University; Greenidge Elliott 
(Equity and Common Law, £70 pam), University of London; Josiah 
Kipping Mackay ; Mahomed Nujmul Huda; and Rufiuddin Ahmad Moulvi, 
King’s College, London. 

Gray’s Inn.—Neville Skottowe Parker, Cambridge, LL.B., Law Tripos, 
1887; James Richard Seanor, B.A., London University, and LL.B., Victoria 
University ; Dauntsey Law Scholar, 1887, Owens College, Manchester ; 
Charles est St. John Branch, B.A., B.C.L., Durham University ; 
Arthur Sigfrid May, B.A., late Andrew Civil Law Exhibitioner, Casberd 
Exhibitioner, and Vernon Exhibitioner, of St. John’s College, Oxford ; Holt 
Scholar of Gray’s Inn, 1890, and prizeman of the Council of Legat Education 
1890 ; and James Corner. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs Examination. 
April 1892. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to hononary distinction :— 


First Ciass. 
In Order of Merit.] 

Charles Frederick Tolmé Blyth, LL.B., B.Sc., who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, of London. 

Cecil George Brown, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin 
Williams, of London. 

Charles Alderson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
Brett, of Morpeth. 

Seconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order.] 

William Henry Behrens, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Leopold Samson, of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, & 
Samson, of Manchester. 

Thomas James Byrne, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Adshead 
Loxton, of the firm of Messrs. Loxton & Newman, of Walsall. 


Frederick Burrington Dingle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuei 
Southall, of Worcester ; and Messrs. Church, Rendell, Todd, & Co., of 
London. 


Henry Hodge, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Thomas Ward 
Hearfield & Lambert, of Hull. 

Walter Robert King, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Alli- 
son, of the firm of Messrs. Allison & Allison, of Louth; and Messrs, 
Hicks & Son, of London. 

James Pritchard, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Saunders 
Smith, of Wednesbury ; Mr. Underhill, of Wolverhampton ; and Messrs. 
Legge, Fagge, & Andrews, of London. 

Alan Thatcher, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Campbell 
Bazett, of Newbury; and Mesars. Pitman & Son, of London. 


Turep Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] , 

George Locking Bennett, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Robert Stephenson, of Great Grimsby; and Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & 
Co., of London. ‘ 

Francis Spranger Green, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
George Green, of the firm of Messrs. Green & Moberly, of Southampton. 

Harold Holmes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Henry Holmes, 
of London. 

Griffith Caradog Rees, who served his clerkship with Mr, Charles Roberts, 
of Birkenhead ; and Messrs. Bell & Amos, of London. 

Miles Walter Watson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Fothergill Brunskill, of London. 

Arthur Wintle, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Bryan, of Glou- 
cester ; and Messrs. Bloxam, Ellis, & Co., of London. 

The Council of the In ted Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and a the following prizes of books ;— 
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To Mr. Blyth—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
Value 10 guineas; the Daniel Reardon Prize—Value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Brown—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
Value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Alderson—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—Value 
5 guineas. 

The council have also awarded to Mr. Alderson ‘‘ The John Mackrell 
Prize ’’—Value about £12 10s. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Forty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Orper or Court. 
Thursday, the 12th day of May, 1892. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. Justice Romer 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer ; 
Now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes 
and matters set forth in the schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred 
from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich to Mr. Justice Romer, for the purpose only of hearing or of 
trial, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to 
be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 
FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1891. 
Lewes v Harwood 1891 L 416 Dec 21 
Jenkyn v Jenkyn 1891 {I 1,190 Dec 21 
1892. 
Reed ¢ Aver 1891 R971 Jan8 
Smith v Roots 1891 S 4,535 Jan 11 
Franckeiss vy Baverstock 1891 F 1,389 Jan 11 
Parry v Parry 1891 P 1,476 Jan 12 
Carter v Carter 1891 C 2,497 Jan 12 
Hogan v Crowther 1891 H 1,518 Jan 15 
Felton v Read 1890 F 761 Jan 15 
Ackroyd v Barker 1891 A 644 (Bradford Dist. Reg.) Jan 15 
O'Neill v Watson 1891 B 0,958 Jan 18 
Midland Railway Cov Rylands 1891 M 3,089 Jan 28 
Smith v Gardner 1891 S 2,736 Jan 30 
Haygarth v Collings 1891 H 4,017 Feb3 
Ealing v Puttman 1891 E 267 Feb3 
Vincent v Ferguson 1891 V 199 Feb 6 
Morgan v House Property & Investment Co,ld 1891 M 1,149 Feb8 
Tn re Shanks, dec Bell v Vasey 1891 S 3,938 Feb9 
Jobson v Palmer 1891 I 170 Feb 12 
In re Dudding, dec Mankin v Bantoft 1891 D 743 Feb 17 
Conservators of River Thames v London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co 
1891 C 3,916 Feb 19 
White v Lily 1891 W 3,825 Feb 20 
Holdsworth v Kittoe 1890 H 2,478 Feb 20 
In re J Gifford, dec Durrant v Gifford 1891 G 1,327 Feb 26 
Wilkinson v Green 1891 W 2,518 March 2 
Street v Binns 1891 S 192 (Bradford Dist. Reg.) March 3 
In re Pearce, dec Pearce v Crickett 1891 P 2,525 March 4 
Whadcoat v Shropshire Ry Co 1891 W 2,102 March 8 
1891. 
Howell v Maclean 1891 H 658 Aug 10 
1892. 
Ponsford v B. Smith & Son 1891 P 2,060 March 5 
McNiell v Bexley Heath Ry Co 1892 M 49 March 10 
Jackson v Jackson 1891 J 882 March 10 
In re J Douglass, dec Coward v Winter 1891 D 2,235 March 11 
Welby v Thimbleby 1892 W 126 March 11 
Edwards vy Shaw 1889 E 784 March 14 
Ranken v Mansell 1891 R 2,362 March 16 
Colborne v Newmann 1892 C 55 March 1x 
Stretton v Stretton 1890 S 4,033 March 19 
Wilson v Elkington 1391 W 4,232 March 19 
Howard v Blaiberg 1891 H 4,443 March 21 
Fields v Sykes 1891 F 1,784 March 24 
Stoyv Duncan 1891 S 4,451 March 29 
London Trust Co, ld vy Mackenzie 1891 [, 2,806 March 30 
Weller-Poley vy Nash 1890 P 2,218 March 40 
Rendell v Bradford Old Bank, ld 1891 K 0% (Bradford Di-t. Reg.) 


Harrison ¢ Whiting 1491 H 2,378 April 4 

In re Poole, dec Howy Poole 1891 P 1,279 April 7 
Boulton & Cov Bradley 1492 J 113 April 9 

Williams v White 1891 W 2,140 April 12 

Muller v Borthwick, Wark & Co 1891 M 2,727 April 14 








SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 
1891. 

Blake v Solomon 1891 B 1,815 June 22 
Baker vy Williams 1891 B 2,070 June 23 
George vInston 1890 G 1,253 June 25 
Harrison v Freeth, Rawson, &c 1891 H 1,284 June 25 
Ellis v Hills 1891 E 245 June 27 
In re Bateson, Yoxall vSimpson 1891 B1,492 July 6 
Turrell vy Brown 1891 T 482 July 7 
Hepburn v Wigan 1890 H 2,049 July 15 
Elliot v Mayor, &c, of Bristol 1891 E 495 July 20 
In re Co of Financiers 1d & Co’s Acts Motn to rectify July 24 
Hopcraft v Bellite Explosives 1d 1890 H1,968 July 30 
Parker v Dale 1891 P 864 Augl 
Local Bd &c of Hanwell, Middlesex v Wenham 1890 H 2,132 Aug3 
In re Clarke, Harding v Clarke 1891 C 1,966 Aug6 
Freeman v Greig 1891 F 453 Aug6 
British Electric Light Co v Woodhouse & Rawson Manufacturing Co ld 

1891 B 1,183 Aug7 
Brogden & Sons v Lancaster Banking Co 1890 B 4,719 Aug7 
Bromilow v Phillips 1891 B 809 Aug1l 
Lord Ashburton v Worthington 1891 A 569 Aug 11 
Godden v Holdoway 1891 G 863 Aug 12 
Quorn Ranch Cold v Martin 1891 Q 266 Aug 12 
Same vSame 1891 Q 917 Augl2 
Tn re Scovell, Scovell v Scovell 1891 S 1,940 Aug 27 
Heinekey v Harrison 1891 H 2,111 Oct 26 
Fox v Jerome 1891 F 1,874 Oct27 
Selby v Shortlands { Nunhead Ry Co 1891 S 703 Oct 29 
Williams vy Smith 1891 W_ 1,336 Oct 30 
Withers v Carwardine & Co 1891 W_ 1,398 Oct 30 
Mayer v Godfrey 1890 M 2,518 Nov2 
Salmon v Salmon 1891 S 1,775 Nov3 
Maughfling v Jackson 1891 M 990 Nov4 
Attorney-General v Fareham Guardians 1885 A 196 Nov 12 
In re Robinson Robinson v Grindell 1891 R 403 Nov17 
Attorney-General v Wethered 1890 A 699 Nov 18 
Lee v Pawley 1891 L 243 Nov 21 
Goodall, Backhouse, & Co v Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co, ld 1891 

G 1,333 Nov 26 
Lichtenstein & Co v Haeseler 1891 L 1,978 Decl 
Riley v Scharien 1891 R 1,110 Dec5 
Rooke v Rooke 1891 B 2,224 Deci 
O’Meara v Santa Fé Land Co,1ld 1891 O 804 Dec9 
Bowles v Elletson 1890 B 4,974 Dec 12 
Maxim Nordenfelt Guns, &c, Co, 1d v Nordenfelt 1891 M 779 Decl4 
Raphael v Lazarus 1891 R 1,476 Dec 15 
Rutty v Goddard & ors 1891 R_ 1,243 Dee 15 
Larkins v Larkins 1891 L 2,079 Dec17 
Bevan v Lon Portland Cement Co, ld 1891 B 3,993 Dec 17 
surdett & Harris v Humpage 1891 B_ 3,667 Dec 22 
Bliss v Dennis 1891 B 1,875 Dec 23 
Inre H Jones Ellisv Jones 1891 J 904 Dec 23 
Hopkinson v St James’ & Pull Mall Electric Light Co,ld 1891 H 3,361 

Dec 24 

THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
1891. 

Quarmby v Fryer 1890 Q 2,536 Aug 14 
Webb v Bowen 1890 W 2,037 Aug 15 
Swansea Hematite Iron Co, ld v Mannesman Tube Co, 1d 18909 S 3,617 

Aug 27 
sright v Dewar 1891 B 1,487 Sept 8 
Bevan v Arkell 1891 B 190 Sept 8 
Coward v Steele 1891 C 418 Sept 9 
saker v Kinnell 1890 B 2,273 Sept 30 
Hutton v Allbutt 1891 H 834 Oct 15 
Foulkes v Hitchcock 1891 F 710 Oct 27 
Carter v Haldeman 1890 C 1,831 Oct 28 
Curwood v Jennings 1890 C 3,748 Oct 30 
Bainbridge v Edwards 1891 B 2,174 Nov7 
Rickarby v Strong 1891 R 1,026 Nov7 
Cornwell v Sedger 1891 C 645 Nov 10 
Hickman v Berens 1891 H 1,712 Novl5 
Baker v Kent, Sussex, & General Land Co 1891 B 3,044 Nov 17 
Hankin v Hore 1891 H 1,148 Nov 18 
White v Hart 1891 M 1,272 Nov 18 
Graham v Graham 1891 G 226 Nov 20 ° 
Bradford v Greta Collieries, 1d 1890 B 3,448 Novy 23 
Baese v Luson 1889 B 5,254 Nov 26 
Laine v Herold 1891 L 1,218 Nov 27 
Kennedy v Jones 1891 K 547 Nov 28 
Bentick v Union Disct Co of London, ]d 1890 B 5,606 Dee 2 
Warren v Warren 1891 W 4,496 Dec 2 
Lowe v Morrill 1891 L 619 Dec 5 
Hazell v London County Council 1891 H. 3719 Dee 8 
Kastonv Penny 1891 E 932 Dec? 
Filmer v Cook 1891 F 602 Dec 15 
White v Pottow 1891 W 2,884 Dec 15 
Willett v Boulton 1891 W 1,330 1891 W_ 0,301 Dee16 
Milton v Milton 1889 M 1,275 Dee 21 
Burnay v Ambaca Ry Constructn Co, ld 1891 B 1,638 Dec 24 
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1892. 
Weston v Gillespie 1891 W 3,143 Jan2 
Proctor v Perry 1889 P 2,792 Jan2 
Godman v Herbert Herbert v Godman 1891 G 422 Jan7 
Flint v Howard 1891 F 911 Jan7 
Cook v Cooke 1891 C 3,646 Jan8 
Burnaby v Hurt Hurt v Fitzgerald 1890 B 5,402 Jan8 
Jones v Howell 1891 J 120 Jan8 - 
Wieland v Ledger 1891 W 1,117 Jan9 
Bell v Harrison 1891 B 1,675 Jan 12 
In re Santa Rosalia, &c, Copper Co, ]d and Co’s Acts Motn Jan 14 
Official Ligr of Blackburn, &c Benefit Building Soc v Welby 1891 B 
3,171 Jan 14 
Watkinson & Sons ld v Lon and South Wales Coal Cold 1891 G 1,126 
Jan 18 
Tucker v Vowles 1891 T 1,461 Jan 20 
Stebbing v D'Ardenne 1891 S 2,581 Jan 22 
Inre Bushnell Bruton v Martin 1891 B 2,404 Jan 22 
Capell v Humble 1891 C 3,780 Jan 23 


Paine v Thompson 1891 S 2,819 March 1 Haussury, C. 





WHITSUN VACAT:ON, 1892. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whitsun Vacation :—All applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Collins. 

Mr. Justice Collins will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, June 4th, 
to Monday, June 13th, both days inclusive. His Lordship will sit in 
Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Wednesday, June 8th, and Thurs- 
day, June 9th. On other days within the above period, applications in 
urgent Chancery matters may be made to his Lordship at 3, Bramham- 
gardens, Earl’s Court, S.W. 

In any case of great urgency, the Brief of Counsel may be sent to the 
Judge by Book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by Office Copies of 
the Affidavits in support of the application, and also by a Minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by Counsel, of the Order he may consider 
the applicant entitled to, and en envelope capable of receiving the Papers, 
and addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter : To the Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for Injunctions, in addition to the above, a Copy of the 
Writ, and a Certificate of Writ issued, must also be sent. 

The Papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Henry Busx, M.A., LL.B. Lond., solicitor, has been 
appointed Chairman of Convocation, University of London. Mr. Busk 
was admitted in Easter, 1868. He is reader of Elementary Law to the 
Incorporated Law Society and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Cuarves Joun Dante, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of 
the Inner Temple in succession to the late Mr. Mackeson, Q.C. Mr. 
Darling was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1874, and went 
the Oxford Circuit. He was appointed Q.C. in 1886. 

Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., M.P., has been elected Chairman of the 
Council of Law Reporting on the retirement of Mr. Joseph Brown, Q.C. 
Sir Horace was educated at Rugby School and University College, Oxford, 
of which he became scholar and afterwards fellow. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1861; was appointed Queen’s Counsel 
in June, 1875, and a bencher in 1878. He was Solicitor-General in Mr. 
Gladstone’s Ministry in 1886. 

Mr. F. Mgapows Wuire, Q.C., has been elected Vice-Chairman of the 
Council of Law Reporting. Mr. White was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Michaelmas, 1853. He is Recorder of Canterbury. He goes 
the South-Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. Waurer Anprew, solicitor, 4, New-court, Carey-street, has been 
eee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Andrew was adinitted in March, 





Mr. Witu1am Bancrort, solicitor, Northwich, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bancroft was admitted in March, 1886. 


Mr. Witu1am Henry Bett, solicitor, Woolston, Southampton, has been 
Tyg tntes 0 Commiasionse for Oaths. Mr. Bell was admitted in March, 
9. 


Mr. Ronert Carrer, solicitor, Sunbury-on-Thames, has been appointed 
& Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Carter was admitted in January, 1886. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Drssonvrions. 
_ Henry Bosrock and Arruur Wa.krr, solicitors (Bostock & Walker’, 
New Mills, Derbyshire. April 30. The said business will in future be 
carried on by the said Arthur Walker. 
,_Josern Tnomrson and James Craven, solicitors ene & Craven), 
Preston, April 12. ‘The said Joseph Thompson will, on and after the Ist 


of June next, carry on business in his own name at 43, Lune-street, 
Preston, aforesaid, and the said James Craven will, on and after the said 
Ist of June next, carry on business in his own name at 34, Winckley- 
square, Preston, aforesaid. [Gazette, May 13. 
Witt Acate and Epwarp W1111AM Garver, solicitors, Savoy-man- 
sions, Savoy, Strand. Nov. 11, 1891. [ Gazette, May 17. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 

Henry Everett, Esq., deceased.—Will wanted.—The Will of Henry 
Everett, late of No. 7, Fig Tree-court, Temple, EC., and of Bid- 
desden House, in the county of Wilts, Esquire, barrister-at-law, 
deceased, who died on the 9th of February last, and which is sup- 
posed to bear date either in the year 1879 or in or about the years 1886-87 
is missing. Any person who can give any information that will lead to 
the recovery of either of these wills, or of any other, or any person who 
attested Mr. Everett’s execution of a will, is requested to communicate at 
once with the undersigned and will be rewarded.—Sairn & Son, Solicitors, 
Andover, Hants.—5th May, 1892. 

GENERAL. 

Lord Justice Bowen returned to the courts on Monday, instead of Tues- 
day, as was arranged at the time we went to press last week. It is hoped 
that his health is entirely re-established. 

The Zimes says that Sir Charles Butt is still staying at Wiesbaden, and 
is improving m health. It is not anticipated, however, that he will resume 
his seat in court again before the Trinity Sittings. 

A judge of the First Division of the Court of Appeals, says the Albany 
Law Journal, told us very recently that his branch of the court had decided 
five hundred and fifty cases in twelve months. It strikes us that although 
this is an evidence of great industry and fidelity, the court are deciding 
their cases too hurriedly. It is our belief, and it seems the general im- 
pression among the legal profession, that no a court can properly 
decide two cases a day. Noone man can doit, and seven ought to act as one. 
The result is that the one man who writes the opinion practically decides 
the case in the great majority of instances, and that the consultation 
simply serves as a vebicle of dissent or modification in cases of striking or 
glaring lack of harmony with the common sense of the other six. 

A correspondent of the Times says that, ‘‘ many years ago, shortly after 
the elevation of the late Lord Bramwell to the bench, he was trying 
prisoners at Maidstone, and sat very late in order to dispose of the last 
case. I attended him as my father’s deputy, who was under-sheriff at the 
time. On the conclusion of the case I conducted the judge across the 
dimly-lighted court-hall to his carriage; with the exception of a few 
javelin men no one was present. On the door of the carriage being flung 
open the long neck of a gigantic goose stretched forth to receive his lord- 
ship, having been placed there by some practical joker. The Baron, 
undismayed by the incident, promptly turned to me and said, ‘ Now, Mr. 
Under-sheriff, is your opportunity for a levy.’ The bird was immediately 
seized and conveyed to my father’s house.”’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, May ..................28 Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
= Se Rolt Pemberten Pugh 
Wednesday ........ ....-.......25 Farmer ard 
ree Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
SEE Apvassvesentenens = Farmer Ward Beal 
Saturday ........... sae Rolt Pemberton Pugh 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mc. Justice 

Sriauiye. Kexkewicn. Rouen. 

Monday, May .............000+5 23 Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
Rr 2 Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Wednesday .. Leach Jackson r 
Thursday ............. 5 God Clowes Lavie 
Friday .. Leach Jackson Carrington 
Fern Godfrey Clowes Lavie 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Batpwix.—May 7, at 30, Scarborough-road, Upper Tollington-park, N., the wife of 
Arthur Baldwin, solicitor, of a son. 
Dvevare. aw 9, at 29, Eaton-square, the wife of John Stratford Dugdale, Q.C., M_P., 
of a daughter. 
Fauus.—May 3, at 33, Fitzwilliam-square, Dublia, the wife of T. Falls, solicitor, of a son. 
Hi.,—May 10, at The Lindens, Epsom, the wife of Lionel Furneaux Hill, M.A., i 
at-law, of a daughter, : . 
Jerrery.May 17, at Oak Mount, Manningham, Bradford, the wife of Herbert J. Jeffery, 

solicitor, of a daughter, : . itz 
Nexp.—May 11, at The Parks, Uttoxeter, the wif? of William George Need, solicitor, of 
a son. 


Puuie.—-May 15, at 26, La ee pS = ®, Kensington, W., the wife of Alexander 
Pulling, junbee, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


Sapier.—May 13, at 42, Harrington-gardens, S.W., the wife of Thomas Sadler, Bsy., of 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 
Haron—Carr,—May 5, at Trinity Wesleyan ( Southport, John Haigh, of Belle- 
Vue House, Lindley, solicitor, Official Receiver for the Huddersfield District, to Bliza, 
the widow of John Carr, of Southport. 

DEATHS. 
Buawweit.—May 9 at his residence, Four Blms, Bdenbridge, Kent, The Lord Bramwell 
aged 88, 
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Cisse ~e TC 7, Alfred meme AN Clapham, I pm meg of puaete, Woodford Bridge, Essex 
115, Dev Bisho) te, on, 
ong rid ot led v. ° William Cornell, M.A., late 


Corvect.—May 14, at Redclyffe, treatham-park,, 
District and Sessions Judgé, c.8., 

Caurtwe.u.—May 12, at Kibworth Rectory, Tete, Charles James Cruttwell, barrister- 
at-law, of 15, Drayton ee eo oe rong — late of the Inner Temple, aged 80. 

Forp. —May 14, at 15, Wetherb: on , William Ford, barrister-at-law 

MacDonse.t. — May 15, at 67, The thoes ‘Glapham-common, Randal MacDonnell, of the 
Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 71 

SavunpErs.—May 11, at Hill Lawn, Chipping Norton, George Henry Saunders, solicitor, 
town clerk of Chipping Nortun, aged 59 





Warninc To ntenpinc House Puncnasers & Lessers.— Before purchasing = renting 

a house have the ag J arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
itary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of  Cflices, &e.—[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep ry CHANcERY. 

Auywick Ispusrrtan Co-operative Society, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 1, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their claims, to 
William Wright, 1, West parade, Alnwick. Elsdon & Dransfield, Newcastle upon 
Tyne, solors fur liquidator 

Bareapos Warer Surrry Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented May 7, directed 
to be heard on May 21. Fladgates, Craig’s ct, Charing , Solors for petners 

Leicester Manvracturiye Co, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the iculars of "their debts or claims, to ‘Alfred 
Lister Blow, 28, King st, Cheapside. Riley, Moorgate st, solor for liquidator 

Oze Repuction AND Sueitixe Co or SouTH AFRICA, Liwrtep—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and claims, to James Bishop Laurie, 2, Gresham bldgs, Basing! st 

Sraxcuar Iroxstoxe Co, Liurrep—By an order made by Stirling, J.. dated May 3, it 
was ordered that the voluntary wind ing up of the company be continued. Hollam & 
Co. Mincing Jane, agents for Belk & hrane, Middlesborough, solors for petner 

w. owns 2 L & Soxs, Limiren—Petition for winding up, ie -— May 10, directed to 
be heard on Saturday, May 21. Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, solors for 

pe ee ens must reach the abovenamed not later than six o "clock in 


wt ene & Soys, cna Petition for winding up, presented May 9, directed to be 
heard before Vaughan Williams, J, on May 21. Slaughter & May, Austinfriars, solors 
sae ers. Latage 5 vod ——— must reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock 
afternoon of & 
Wasaewen AND Ga i Securities Corporation, Limitep—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Andrew Wallace Barr, Copthall House, Copthall avenue 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Hanrsorse Masoxic Hatt Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B. 8. 
Filose Spencer, Grosvenor chmbrs, Corporation st, Bi 

Heywoop Cuemicat Co, Linitep—By an order made by Stirling. J., dated May 7 7. it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Pritchard & C 0, 
Little Trinity lane, agents for Lambert, Manchester, solor for petner 

Lecices Licut Co, Lumtren—Petn for winding up, presented May 12, directed to be 
heard on May 28. Hilder, Arundel st, Strand. Notice of penis must ah the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 25 

Meewaip Batuixe axp Swiuuixc Crus Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John "Shelly, 20, Princess sq, Plymouth 

Puestx Tevst Co, Liurren—Petn for winding up, presented an 14, directed to be heard 

on May 28. Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand, solors for Fp 

Save, Houirsraxe, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are requi on or before July 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Isaac Ades, 
64, Faulkner st, Manchester. Cobbett & Co, solors for liquidator 

Wesrers District Any axp Navy Co-operative Society, Linirrzp—Creditors are re- 

se on or —s June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
—— Buckthought, William Chirgwin, and Joseph Hornabrook 
Sanderoock, Wilts d Dorset Bank chmbrs, George st, Plymouth 
Ustimitep 1s CHANCERY. 

Coupaxy or Prorriztors or St Georce’s Hatt, Stoxznovse—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 20, to send their names and addressex, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Henry Davey, 8, Alfred st, Plymouth 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Sousrsy Usiox Crus Society, Somerby, Grantham, Lincoln. May 11 
Worrtn Frirexpry Society, Fox Inn, Worth, Crawley, Sussex. May 11 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, May 3. 

Atxisson, ious Attes, Quality © cet, Chancery lane, Law Stationer June1 Howse, Ab- 

church oe 
Avcx.axsp, Maxy, Lewes, Sussex Junel0 Hillman, Lewes 
Bravuoxt, Harniztr, Reigate, Surrey June 4 Down & Co, Dorking 
Bracxsvex, Exvizaneru, King’s Langley, Herts June 13 Rivington & Son, Fen- 

church bldgs 
Bostock, Jaurs, Moss Side, Lancs May 31 Darbishire & Co, Manchester 
Beourer, Capt Cusntzs, RN, Adam st, Adelphi June 10 Ed Bromley, Eccleston sq 
Cnaruas, Hexey, Mundford, Norfolk, Gent May 28 Francis & Back, Norwich 


Epmonps, Rurn, Weston super Mare Junel6 Clarke & Sons, Bristol 
E.tersHaw, MarGcaret, Preston May 30 Clarke, Preston 


Favutkyer, Henry Witiiam Arruur, St George’s rd, Southwark, Physician June 1j 
Jackson & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Fiimer, Mary, Chippendale, nr Sydney, N.S.W. June13 Coburn, Leadenhall st 


Soman, 3 Rosert Nicnoxas, Cornhill, Bart., AldermanandM.P. June29 RSmith & 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
FREEMAN, > ieee, Kennington pk rd, Chemist June6é Jobson, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Griusuaw, Epwrs, Snaith, Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon June1 Clough, Cleckheaton 


Hamittoy, Dovetas, Watford, Herts, General in Indian Army June 7 Nightingale, 
Crown ct, Old Broad st 
Hansevi, Anne, Kingston upon Hull, Gent June 20 Thorney & Son, Hull 


Harrow, Jutia, Grove End rd, 8t John’s Wood Junz8 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Jacksos, Puiuir, Tunbridge Wells, Gent June1 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Jorssury, Witt1am, Handsworth, Staffs,Gent June1 Assinder, Birmingham 
Lorp, Jouyx, Norden, nr Rochdale, Fulling"Miller June2 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Mackie, Joun, Crigglestone, Sandal Magna, Yorks, Esq May 28 Briggs, Wakefield 


MEttopEw, Jouy, Moorside within Oldham, Cotton Spinner August 28 Redfern & Co, 
Manchester and Oldham 
O.pripce, James, Ferndale rd, Brixton July 7 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 


Orr, Jane, Cartmel, Lancs May 31 Last, Swansea 


Pater, Sir Grorrrey, Carlton Park, co Northampton, Bart Junel Fishers & Reece, 
Essex st, Strand 
Pears, Georae, Birmingham, Japanner June 1 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 


Pears, James, Yardley, Worcs, Gent June3 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
Peers, Joseru, Warrington, Cart Owner May 14 Longton, Warrington 


Perry, beg ning & Avevustus, Soulbury, Bucks, Clerk in Holy Orders June 1 
Ludgate 
Parties, Danie, Bedfont, Feltham, Gent June18 Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 


wuseane, Se.ixa Deynis, Upper Tulse Hill May 31 Sutcliffe & Summers, Chancery 
BEE poet's Murray, South Patt, Ilford, Clerk in Civil Service June 8 Freeman, 


‘oet’s corner, Westmin: 
Russet, Exiza, Shardeloes rd, New Cross June10 Foy, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 


Ryrwanps, Joseru, Waterloo, Lancs, Merchant June1 North & Co, Liverpool 

Snort, Cuartotre, Greenwich May 16 Winch & Greensted, Sittingbourne 

Sxort, Harry, Greenwich, Railway Clerk May6 Winch & Greensted, Sittingbourne 
Swarye, Ricuarp Hiyps, Southsea, Gent June1 Stephens & Stephens, Essex st, Strand 


Wacsrarr, Louisa, Waterloord June 9 H. J. & T. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court, 
tor’s Commons 
WittiaMs, Davin Warx:y, Fairfield, nr Pontypridd, Glam, Clerkin Holy Orders May 2) 
Cousins, Cardiff 


Wuirr, Georce i Glenthorne St Mary Church, Devon, Gent July 1 Hooper & 
Woollen, big ow 
Wirxes, Puese, Wednesbury, Staffs June1 Morris & Sons, Shrewsbury 


Wison, Micnarn, Austwick, Yorks, Gent May 23 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 
Wricar, Jouy, St Leonards on Sea, Carman May 31 Neve, St Leonard’s on Sea 


London Gazette.—Frivay, May 6. 


Ab —_, A mee Saham Toney, Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders June 16 Watson & Co, 
— rd, Hammersmith 
Pa... ennky, West Bergholt, Essex, Yeoman June 8 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 


A.stoy, Eow ane D ae a Colchester, Master Mariner May 31 Honey & Mellersh, Fos- 
ne. 
Baws, Sanat, Blackbrook, St Helen’s June 24 Means, St Helens 


Baveu, Tuomas, Leicester, Boot Factor June1l J & 8 Harris, Leicester 
Beancanps, Josern, Ilkley, Yorks, Grocer June9 Atkinson & Co, Bradford 
Bricut, Emma Exizapetu, Moss Side, Manchester July 7 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 


BuckLey aepaen, Greenfield, Saddleworth, Yorks June 6 Darnton & Bottomley, Ashton 
under Lyne 
Bursertt, Natuani&1, Liverpool,Team Owner July1 Bartlett & Atkinson, Liverpool 


aay Georce, Pentonville, Newport, Mon, Innkeeper July 31 Pain & Son, Newport, 


Couz, a Plymouth, Gent July 2) Wilson & Loye, Plymouth 

Cooke, Mary Ayn, Norley, co Chester June10 A & J E Fletcher, Northwich 

Curtis, Canotine Coiiins, Petersfield, co Southampton June 27 Gwilt, Duke st, Adelphi 
Davis, Axx, Ashton under Lyne May 14 Pownall, Ashton urder Lyne 

Dewsy, Asrauam, Waterford, Merchant June 2i Bateson & Co, Liverpool 

Doxkix, Jony, Ponteland, Northumbld, Gent June 2 Mather & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Exvimay, Catruxuine Exvizaveru, Battle, Sussex June 2 Ingram, Gray’s inn place 
Fisner, Sanau, Edgbaston, Birmingham Junei1 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 

Frower, Axx, New Humberstone, Leics June 10 J & 8 Harris, Leicester 

Fuvven, Saran, Bath Junel Payne & Fuller, Bath 

Garrsive, Evizasetn Sanau, Saddleworth, Yorks June10 Gartside, Manchester 
a Fevsuarp, Walton upon Trent, co Derby June 16 Small, Burton on 


Gwywsnye, James, Haverfordwest, Farmer June10 Price, Haverfordwest 
Harpy, Wi11am Laxaiey, Crawford st, Marylebone, Hosier June 8 Phelps & Co, 
Gresham st 


Hemixoway, Tuomas, Hartshead in Clifton, Yorks, Farmer June1 Curry, Cleckheaton 
Heywoop, Oriver, Pendleton, Lancs, Esq June 18 Cunliffes & Greg, Manchester 


Hircuens, James, » febey Pelynt, Cornwall, Yeoman June 7 Birt & Follett, Townhall 
chmbrs, South wi 


Horsrizip, Cuances, Coburg rd, Camberwell, retired Ironmonger 
Follett, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 


Howe, Groner, Woolton, nr Liverpool, Gent June 10 Burton & Coleman, Liverpool 


June 7 Birt & 





Cuaruax, Jonx, Kingston upon Hull, Painter May 11 Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Cortiss, Joux, Crabtree, Sheffield, Steel Works Manager June1 Irons, Shefficld 
Conext, Payer, Devonian chmbrs, Cursitor st, Gent June 20 Titley, South sq, Gray's 


inn 
Cortox, Sir Hexny, Sussex |, Hyde pk June 1 Prideaux & Sons, Goldemithy’ Hall 
Caort, Witt Bevuny, Coleman st, Solicitor June 20 Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st 
Daviss, Joux Oostonr, Blackburn, Congregational Minister June 1 Needham, Black- 


How.ertt, Exizasetu, Neath,Glam May 14 Williams, Neath 


Hyman, Emanver, Dake st, Stamford st, Lambeth, Rag Merchant June 7 Birt & 
Follett, Townhall chmbrs, Southwark 


ee Janes, Preston on Stour, Glos, Farmer June17 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon 
von 

Joyce, Maucanet, Aberdeen st, Birmingham July 6 Bowen, Birmingham 

Levy, Paitir Samvet, Southport and Liverpool, Solicitor June7 Hands, Old Jewry chmbre 
Lewis, Joux Evwanvs, Conway, co Carnarvon, Grocer Junel Jones & Porter, Conway 
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LICHFIELD», Le Hon Tuomas Georce, Earl of, Shugborough, Staffs June5 Broughton & 
Co. 


Marlborough st 
Li, EvizabetnH Hanxyau Scorr, Seaton, Devon May 31 Clarke & Lukin, 
ard, 


Somerset 
Lxoyp, SARAH Janz, Risca, Mon May 23 Edwards, Newport, Mon 
Inoyp, Witt1am Rosent Aveusrus, Camden rd, retired Licensed Victualler June 5 
Ch 


erry, Gt James st 
Lyxcu, ee Marcaretta, South Hayling, Hants June 16 Few & Co, Surrey st, 
Stran 


Maxwe i, Wit114m Rozen, Brighton, General in Royal Marine Light Infantry June 14 
Griffith & Co, Brighton 
McNen. Ricuarp, Gt James st, Bedford row, Nautical Assessor June3 Wilson & 
Forman, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Movas®: Evan, Bridgend, Glam, Cabinet Manufacturer June6 Ed J Morgan, 54, Lord- 
rd, Stoke ewington 
Bag hs Heigham, Norwich, Gent June 15 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
O’Doyovay, Maruitpa Exizasetn, Cardiff June1 Matthews, Roath, Cardiff 
Parxer, Euma, Canonbury lane June18 Layton & Co, Budge row 


PLOWMAS, | ANNA Maria, Geengien, Devon June2i Holdsworth & Payne, Old Ser- 
jeant’s inn, Chancery lai lar 
Quis, Tuomas, Simla, East Indies, Colonel June6é Sutton & Co, Gt Winchester st 


Rwvorit, Francis Henry, Layburn, nr Bedale, Yorks, Esq June 9 Witham & Co, Gray’s 
inn square 
iy Duonse Epmunp Motynevx, Petersfield, Hants, Esq June24 Stott & Son, 
Roc! 


Suaw, Gzonce Witu1Am, High st, Clapham, Gent June7 Bit & Follett, Town hall 
chmbrs, Southwark 
Sv nasIORS, JosePn, Gravesend, Gent June7 Birt & Follett, Townhall chmbrs, South- 
Sison, FrepERIcK SamvEL, Port Lincoln, South Australia, Eeq June 15 Gamlen & 
B 


urdett, Gray’s inn sq 
Siemeck, Dayiet, Nacton, *Buffolk, Merchant July1 Pollard, Ipswich 


Sricen, ANN IsapetLa, Whitely, nr Newcastle on Tyne June7 Birt & Follett, Townha!! 


chmbrs, Southwark 

Srayyarp, Epwarp, Belton, Suffolk, Farmer June 30 Worship & Rising, Great Yar- 

mout 

Grerucxeoy, Grorae, Middleton one Row, co Durham, Gent June 3 Barron & Smith, 
Darlin 

Srocxer, CuarLes, Bognor, Sussex, Dairyman June5 Staffurth, Bognor . 

TarrersALL, Tuomas, Cleckheaton, Yorks, formerly Coal Merchant Junel Curry 
Cleckheaton 


Taytor, ANN, Croydon, Surrey Juneil Burton & Co, Surrey st 
ppetae, Rows Cuor.ey, Limehouse, Brewer June10 Cookson & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fiel 


elds 
Wesrersy, Sanina, Hagworthingham, Lincs, Farmer June 24 Clitherow & Elsey, Horn- 
castle 


Wuezven, Tuomas, Torton, Hartlebury, Worcs, Gent May 21 Ivens & Morton, Kidder- 
min 
Wureueap, Tomas, Birmingham, Eating house Keeper June1 Lane & Clutterbuck, 


Birmingham 
Witsoy, Exizasetn, Baslow, co Derby July 9 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Wirt, Marruew, Bury 8t Edmunds June 6 F Witt, Thurston, Bury St Edmunds 
Wyarr, Tuomas, Dalwood, Devon, retired Farmer May 31 Clarke & Lukin, Chard, 

Somerset 

London Gazette.—Turspay, May 10. 

Bexnetr, Moses, New ccurt, Carey st, Esq June13 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bovenzy, CatuErtse, Mornington rd, Leytonstone June1 Heiron, Jombard st 
Browne, Geonck MansrFiExp, Liverpool June6é Laces & Co, Liverpool 
Butter, Rosamoxp Mary, Selborne, Hants June 14 Murray & Co, Birchin lane 
Carsw rae ha .L, James ArcurpaLp, Higher Broughton, Manchester June 30 Tucker, Man- 


CuiLtox, a IZABETH, Brighton June 24 Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 
Cray, Josern Travis, Rastrick, Halifax,Esq June 16 Chambers & Chambers, Brighouse 
Coney, Frizpericxer, Radcliffe on Trent, Notts June 10 Roscoe & Hincks, Christopher 
st, Finsburv sq 
Coccixs, ALBERT Epw arp, West Twenty first st, New York, U § A, Commercial Traveller 
June 15 Shoubridge & May, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Coox, Jouy, Stockton on Tees, Shipsmith June 1 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Epteston, Mary, Cambridge June 24 Wortham & Nash, Royston, Herts 
Fox.er, James, Eastcote, Farmer June6é Mercer, Uxbridge 
Futter, James, Cambridge, Whitesmith June 24 Wortham & Nash, Royston, Herts 
Furniss, Jouy, Mirfield, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer June 11 Jackson, Huddersfield 
Grant, Sternen, Stoughton, Wedmore, Somerset, Innkeeper June1 Smith, Wedmore 
Greex, Joseru, Wath upon Dearne, Gent July 1 Saunders & Co, Wath upon Dearne, 
nr Rotherham 
Grice, Tuomas, Bootle, Cumbrid, Merchant June 3 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Harviz, Gorvoy Kexnure, Florence rd, Ealing, Doctor of Medicine June18 Hayward, 
Chancery lane 
Howes, earl Seaman, Canonbury sq, retired Earthenware Dealer June 20 Francis, 
ane 
Jexxinas, Paawo 18, Melbourne, Yorks, Farmer June 22 H & J R Wood, York 
Kyo.tys, James Epwanp, Fitzhead Court, nr Taunton, Land Agent June 30 Western 
& Sons, x st, Strand 
Mantiy, Samvet, Nottingham, Provision Merchant July 9 Marriott. Nottingham 
McNeit, Ricnarp, Great James st, Bedford row, Nautical Assessor June 3 Forman, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mrosox, Lucy, Kingston upon Hull June7 White, Great Driffield 
Moorr, bed yo Hamitroy, Glenwood House, Winchmore Hill, Schoolmaster June 10 
ter Temple, Strand 
Moreay, rosy Brid , Glam, Cabinet Manufacturer June 6 Ed J Morgan, 54, 
Lordship rd, Stoke "Newin ton. 
Norman, Ruru, Eardley st June 16 Stott, Leeds 
Peake, Ronert WituiamM, ‘Chief Clerk, Chancery Division, » High Court of Justice June 
10 ke, Mitre court chmbrs, Temple, and Hounslo 
Pexvoip, Hexny, Tunbridge Wells, retired Plumber May 3 81 Trevor & Co, Brighton 
Petcu, Henry, Wood st, Warehouseman June 17 Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Prace, iN Southwell, Notts, Bank Manager June 18 Maples & McCraith, 
Nottingham 
Purver, Maer, Plymouth Juneé Bulteel & Rowe, Plymouth 
Ritxy, Tuomas, Banbury, Oxon, Millwright May 31 Fairfax, Banbury 
Rowrz, Maxx, Harpole, co Northampton, Gent June 6 Becke & Green, Northampton 
Stvasroruto, Rowena Fawcert, Avonmore Mansions, West Kensington June 24 W 
Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 





Swrru-ScuorieLp, Matitpa Soputa, Clifton rd, St John’s, Lewisham July 11 Brooks & 


Co, Godliman st, 
Stirtixc, Hucu Aucuixcioss, Liverpool, Iron Merchant June 13 Miller & Co, Liverpool 
Surron, Saran, Hove, nr Brighton June 20 Gush & Co, Finsbury cire 


Ticxner, Epwarp, Bishop’s Waltham, co Southampton, Ironmonger July 11 Gunner & 
Renny, Bishop’s Waltham 
Tuiiipee, Harriett Aveusta, Newport, IW June8 Buckell, Newport, 1 W 


Warermay, Many Ayy, Fawley, co Southampton June 3 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Wripes, Louisa, Nafferton, East Yorks June7 White, Gt Driffield 
Youne, Crarna, New Windsor June10 Smith, Wind:or 
London Gazette—Fripay, May 13. 
dou, Soapea, Chancellor rd, West Dulwich, Gent June 24 Kinsey & Co, Blooms- 


P 
Pr, 5 Grenoside, Ecclesfield, Yorks June 2i Watson & Co, Sheffield 
Bayxer, Epwarp, Roby, Lancs, Esq, J.P. June 14 Owen, Liverpool 
Barmep, THomas Bowpewn, Liverpool, Clerk in Holy Orders July 1 Toulmin & Co, 
vi 


erpoo! 
Bart_etr, GaMALieL James Bisnor, Mold, co Flint, Gent Junell Parle, Liverpool 
BrockBank, Joux, Whitehaven, Fishmonger June 14 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Suscmemane, Ratprn, Childwall Hall, nr Liverpool, Esq July 1 Tovulmin & Co, Liver- 


Coox, ouas Cuantes Stapres, Reading, Tea Merchant June 22 Beale & Martin, 
Core, Rev Rev Sit Wittram Hesry, Bart, Bramshill, Hants June2 Farrar & Co, Lincoln's 


ds 

«| moran, Hn eae Leeming, Oxenhope, Haworth, Bradford, Contractor June 4 W 
eighley 

Dantes, Rev Gtenan Old Trafford, Lancs, Clerk June18 Slater & Co, Manchester 


Davis, Emma, Rumboldswhyke, nr Chichester July 30 Gregory, Chichester 
Boome, | Tuomas ay Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Engineer June12 Romer & Haslam, 


pthall chm 
Maneuet, Ronert, Bishop Monkton, Yorks, Gent June 6 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon 


Tyne 

Evans, Sees Mary, Lyndhurst gardens, Hampstead May 31 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

FirzGERra.p, egens, Pall Mall, formerly First Puisne Judge of Trinidad July 30 
Bloxam & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

F.ietcuer, James, Farnworth, Lanes, Milk Dealer June6 Monks, Bolton 

ee, Rasgware, Coldershaw villas, Ealing Dean June13 Walker & Battiscombc, 

ingha 

Fraser, Hester Ayyze Mary Mostyy, Portman sq June 24 Jull & Godfrey, Queen 
Anne’s gate, Westminster 

Garpves, James, Colchester, Gent June 30 Stevens & Co, Witham 


Gar_anp, Mary, Durham rd, Cottenham pk June11 Thomsons & C», Cornhill 
Georce, Wit114M, Leeds, Solicitor’s Managing Clerk June3 Clarke & Son, Leeds 
Gipps, Epmunp, Ebrington, Glos, Farmer June 17 Hancock & Co, Shipton on Stour 


Goon, Soe Richmond crsnt, Islington, Gent July 9 Thompson & Groom, Raymend 
ray’s inn 
Hat, Witi1am, South Shields, Boot Dealer June 1 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough 


Hawkrxs, Saran, Dorchester June13 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 

Hawkins, Witt1Am, Dorchester, Appraiser June 13 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 
Hayne, Soruia, Southwick, Sussex July1 Holt & Co, Charles +t, St James’s sq 
Hecarty, E:tenx, West Derby, nr Liverpool May27 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 

Howe tt, Any, West st, Liverpool May 28 Wright & Co., Liverpool 

Hour, Mary, Skircoat, Halifax June 30 England, Halifax 

Jesxins, Joux, Milton next Gravesend, Yeoman June4 Carr & Martio, Great Tower st 
Jouysoy, Harriet, Ipswich rd, Norwich July 1 Lowndes, George st, Mansion House 
Lewary, Heyry, St Austell, Cornwall, Gent June 50 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell 


Litur, Lady Exizasern Hasxau Scorr, Seaton, Devon May 31 Clarke & Lukin, 


Chard, Somerset 
enna, Francis, Anerley pk, Anerley, Esq June 13 Peddell, Guildhall chmbrs, Basing- 


axes, Jeter, Hiingdon rd, Hillingdon June 21 Gardiner & Son, Uxbridge, and 
Jobn st, le! 
Norcurt, Sternen Ansort, Ipswich, Solicitor June 24 Notcutt & Son, Ipswich 


Ouvaker, Wiiisam Apam, Ladbroke rd, Notting hill, Esq July 6 Blewitt & Tyler, 
Gracechurch st 
Osnorye, RiverspaLe Brixstey Gopotruty, Priest of the Oratory, Brompton June 13 


dson, Bedford row 
Owen Maar, Crowmarsh Gifford, Oxon June 24 Hedges & Marshall, Wallingford, 


orks 
Parker, Ricuarv James, Manchester, Manufacturer July 1 Chorlton, Manchester 
Panroy, Fraycis, West Brighton, Gent June 20 Potter & Co, King st, Cheapside 


Parrersox, Eowarp, Newcastle on Tyne, retired Butcher July 1 Elsdon & Dransfield, 
Newcastle on b= 
Pickerixe, Geores, Brotherton, Yorks, retired Farmer June 10 Moxon, Pontefract 


Procror, Bexs amt, Nottingham, Gent June 15 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 

Proctor, arene Prince’s st, Spitalfields, Solicitor June 21 Proctor & Grimes, Prince's 
st, Spi 

Quix, Ricnarp Owen, Lientenant 2nd Regiment Light Cavalry Bengal June 13 Sutton 
& Co, Gt Winchester st ee 

a “Eas Lucey, Cradley, Herefordshire June 15 Guscotte & Co, Essex street, 

tran 

Comore, Joux, Winnington, Mucclestone, Staffs, Tanner June 1 Pearson, Market 

Surrn, — he we Taytor, Colpine Hall, co Durham, Esq June 30 C D Forster & 
Co, Ne' 

Srar.etoy, iauiah ‘Fuliem piece, South Kensington June 6 Robinson, Strood, Kent 

Taree, Ratru, late of Lower Broughton, Salford, Gent July 30 Diggles & Ogden, 

Tuomas, Joux, Wrenbury, co Chester, Grocer August 1 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Waxer, Ame.ia, Torquay July 1 Hooper & Wollen, Torquay 

Wenn, Bowspe, Raurn, Camden rd, Camden Town, Gent June 22 Rhodes & Son, 

Ww 

ae. .., -aen ok Percevat, Rochester June30 Coldham, New inn, Strand 

Werees. ~~ Groner, Nottingham, retired Factory Manager June 1 J & A Bright, 

Wasa KS, re Ayx, Southsea May 31 Moeran, Chancery lane 

Wy amy, ¢ Toemas, Dalwood, Devon, retired Farmer May 31 Clarke & Lukin, Char’? 

DM 2Tse 


Wyyouam, Axe Exvizanern, Hinton, Hants June 13 Helland & Son, Portsmouth 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Apauson, J W, Billiter st, Merchant High Court Pet Feb 
1 Ord May 10 

ArTwoop, Tou, late of — Cornwall High Court 
Pet Feb 29 Ord May 

Baker, WiLiiam, “Ashford, "sie, Librarian 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Banrser, alee, » Deypodt, Kingston upon Hull, U eee 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May11 Ord May 1 

Bowman, Artuvr Hart, Brixton rd, Jeweller High Court 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Bowman, Reainautp, Hol ad rd, Jeweller 
Pet May 10 Ord May 

Bowmay, Ricuagp, Guil 4 “Morden, sane, Farmer Cam- 
bridge Pet May 10 Ord May 1 

Bowmay, Ricnarp Tomas, Goswell rd, Jeweller High 

Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Bown, Epwarp, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet May 11 
Ord May 11 

Brown, Ersecsert Evtis, Walkin 


Canterbury 


High Court 


m, nr Beverley, Yorks, 


mn Kingston upon Hull Pet May 10 Ord 
10 
Case, + Sel EL, Pokesdown, Hants, Builder Poole Pet 


Aprii 99 Ord May it 
Cueresmax, Marta Harris, Shoreham, Sussex, Milliner 
Brighton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Cottuss, Taomas Freperick, Abersychan, Mon, Boot 
— Newport, Mon Pet May 11 Ord 
ay 11 
vorEerR, James Wittram, late of Gorton, Lancs, Wheel- 
wright Manchester Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Correritt, Epwarp, South Bank, Yorks, Grocer Stockton 


on Tees and Middlesborough Pet May9 Ord May 9 
Davis, Joux, Noble st, Manufacturing Furrier High 


Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Dirks, Aetuur, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Draper Coven- 

Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Epwarps, Witi1am, Penart! am, Commission Agent 
Cardiff Pet May9 Ord May 

Fisuer, Josern, East Tuddenharm, * Norfolk, Farmer Nor- 
wich Pet May10 Ord May 1 

Heap, Tuomas, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Watchmaker Brad- 
ford Pet Apr 23 Ord May 9 

Jexxincs, Otiver, Charlwood, Surrey, Miller 
Pet Apri4 Ord May 10 

Jevoss, Joux, and Jonny Henry Jevons, Dudley, Con- 

tors Dudley Pet May5 Ord May 5 

Jones, Owen, Lianrwst, Denbighshire, Licensed Victualler 

Portmadoc and Blaenau Festiniog Pet May 7 Ord 


May 

Laxey, Tievase Bexsoy, Bagshot st, Old Keat rd, Baker 
High Court Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

oe Lincoln, Miller Lincoln Pet May 9 


Croyden 


Ord 


y9 

Maetr:, Harry, Cleveland st, Euston rd, =r Victual- 
ler Bigh Court Pet May 11 Ord May 

Matruews, WILLA, Milnsbridge, nr Hedde ~~ Skip 
Maker Huddersfield Pet May11 Ord May 1 

May, F H, High Wycombe, Bucks, Roman Catholic Priest 
Aylesbury Pet Apr 27 Ord May 11 

Moreax, Tuomas. jun, Bath, Timber Merchant Bath Pet 
May9 Ord May 

Morngis, Cuarves, wea Watter Morris, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers Leicester Pet May 3 Ord May 9 

Morais, E, late New Hond st, of no occupation High Court 
Pet Mari11 Ord May 11 

Norrnror, J & Co, Fulham Works, Engineers High Court 
Pet Mar 21 Ord Ma’ 

Pasxuvrst, Ricuarn, el Kirby, nr Dartford, Kent, 
Grocer ' Rochester Pet May 10° Ord May 10 

Patrersos, Cnaries, Dewsbury, ow Surgeon 
Dewsbury Pet May 11 Ord May 1 

Perciva., Tuomas, Grinton, Yorks, a Northaller- 
ton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

=" Panes a Stockbridge, Hants, Mail 

hampton Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Pas eter Ansa Marta, Boundary rd, St John’s Wood, 
Widow High Court Pet Marchi1i Ord May 11 

Queten, Freperick WiiitaM, Broadstairs, Kent, Carriage 
Builder Canterbury Pet May9 Ord May 9 


Contractor 


Quix, James, Rouel Bermondsey, Seamer High 
Court Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Rorer, Joux, Hollingbourne, Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet May7 Ord May7 


ILLt1AM Henry, Nightingale lane, Clapham, 
Wandsworth Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Suits, Harry Ricnarn, Bromley, Kent, Tailor Croydon 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 


Russet, 
Gen 


Sovran, Euaxver, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet May9 Ord 
v9 
Swistos, Jous, eer Brass Caster Coventry Pet 
April 28 Ord M 


Teaspvate, Waustax, . — Grocer Southamp- 
et May 11 Ord May 1 
Tuomas, Rees, Loughor, Glan, Builder Carmarthen Pet 
0 Ord May 10 
Tits.ey, Wititam Feevenick, Perham rd, West Kensing- 
May it e itor’s Clerk High Court Pet May 11 Ord 


Tvssen, Wiuam Barwewt, pou Consulting Brewer 
Leeds Pet Mayii Ord May 

Wartan, Joux ‘—o~) “Te Soiner aaaieg, Burslem, 

and Tu Pet May 10° Ord May 10 

wane Exos, Balt , Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 

Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Ma 
Lewis, Jous S.atex, The Avenue, Castle ML Ealing Dean, 
Appliances Manufacturerw’ Manager Bir- 

mingham 


't April 14 Ord April 29 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bacsnaw, Jons, Marchington, Staffs, Butcher 
2.9) Off Ree, 8t James's ¢ hmbrs, Derby 
Bateuss, ben 48 Hewny, Hastings, Poulterer May 23 at 
12.90 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hasting 
Brin, Grassy 
May 2 at 4 


May 2 at 


Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 





it1am, Farringdon, Hants, Engine Driver 





Bowman, Artruua Hart, Brixton Ba Jeweller May 24 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Bowman, Rectnatp, Holloway ‘a, Jeweller May 21 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, st 
Bowmay, Ricuarp Tuomas, Goswell rd, Jeweller May 24 
at il ope ou A bldgs. Carey st 
Brear, Tuomas, Dewsbury, Slater May 2) at 3 Of Ree, 
B: ank chmbrs, Batley 
Catreatt, Joux Lerten, Liverpool, Commission Agent 
May 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverp»ol 
CuarLeswortnu, Grorce Francis Torver. late of Horbury 
a nr Wakefield, Licensed Victualler May 2) at 
2.30 Off Rec, Bond terrace, Wakefield 
Corper, CHARLES JOSEPH, Brighton, Book keeper May 20 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Davis, Jony, Noble st, Manufacturing Furrier May 20 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Dexter, Joun Leake, and Joun Layaston, High Wycombe, 
Bucks, Engineers May 21 at3 1, 8t "Aldate’s, Oxford 
Dorr, Joun James, Landport, Baker "May 20 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Farrar, Joux. Bradford, Builder May 2tat11 Off Ree, 
31, Manor row, Bradford 
Fentos, Letitia, Holford sq, inteing house Keeper May 
20 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Fietper, Mary, Ashford, Kent, Lodging house Keeper 
May 27 at 10 Off Ree, 5, Castle st, “Canterbury 
Gospe,, Witiram Spiiinas, Stockport, Painter May 26 
at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market place, Stockport 
GoTHARD, LorENzo, Chesterfield, Plumber June 9 at 10.30 
Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 
Heap, Tuomas, ‘Barnoldswick, Watchmaker May 24 at 12 
Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
inoeee, Henry, Prittlewell, Essex, Dairyman May 20 at3 
ff Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
cir Cuartes, Chesham, Bucks, Shoe Manufacturer May 
26 at 11.30 Room 53, Bankrupte bldgs, Carey st 
Maceisper, Taomas, Hunslet, late Timber Mer- 
chant May 23at11 Off Rec, Leeds 
Marruews, WILLIAM, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Skip 
Maker May 25 at3 Haigh & Son, Solicitors, 55, New 
st, Huddersfield 
Meap, Grorce, Churchway, Somers Town, Grocer May 23 
at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mitier, Hexry Worraco, Basford, Stoke on Trent, Grocer 
May 26 at 10.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Moxrcax, Tuomas, jun, Bath, Timber Merchant “May 25 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Morris, Cuarrtes, and WALTER Moruis, Leicester, Boot 
Manufacturers May 23at12 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, 
Leicester 
Paver, Frank Vittiers, Southsea, Riding Master May 
2at12 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Patmer, Jouy, Dawlish, Devon, Bootmaker 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Parmer, Marcaret, West Hartlepool, Painter 
2 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Pankuaurst, Ricnarp, Horton eee, nr Dartford, Grocer 
May 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 
Perris, Henry, Stockbridge, "Hants, Mail Contractor May 
Q1at12 Of Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Price, Tuomas, Dowlais, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder May 20 
ati2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Raysonp, Wittram Tuomas, Garden ct, a Barrister 
May 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, C ‘Jarey st 
Ror = Jous, Hollingbourne, Kent, Farmer 
Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 
ScHOFIE ~ i Jou, Oldham, Leather Merchant May 23 at 3 
Off Ree, Bank chbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Suerry, Joux, Birkenhead, Provision Dealer May 24 at 
$: 30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Suirn, Gitpert Grorar, Gloucester, Blacksmith May 21 
at3 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Suirn, Henry, Batley, Yorks, Chemist May 23 at 3 Off 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Teaspat Ey Mo a "Romsey, Hants, Grocer May 21 at 
12.30 Off , 4, East st, Southampton 
Tuomrson, Jouy, Coventry, Journ: n Watch Finisher 
May 24 at 11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Twi - WILLIAM, Sheffield, Furniture Remover May 23 at 
3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Vewess, Jous, Rusthall, Tunbridge Wells, late Grocer 
May 23 at 1.15 a. thee Well & Hother, Auctioneers, Mount 


May 29 at 11 
May 20 at 


May 25 at 1 


Pleasant, Tun’ Wells 

Veniry, Ricuarp, Seymour st, Portman sq, Chemist May 
23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Watt, Joun Rosert, Southtown next Great Yarmouth, 
Builder June 14 at 10.45 Lovewell Blake, South 
Quay, Great Yarmouth 

Witkixsox, Watrer, Chickenley Heath, nr Dewsbury, late 
Machine Maker May 20 at4 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, 


Jatley 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baosuaw, Jonus, Marchin , Staffs, Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet Maré Ord Mar 10 
Baker, WILttAm, 4 Kent, Librarian Canterbury 


Pet May 9 Ord Ma 
Baxser, Joux, Drypool, Kingston upon Hull, U ore 
Pet May 11 Ord May 


Kingston upon Hull 
Bestey, F J, Lower Thames st High Court "pet Jan 21 


Ord May 10 ; 

Bows, Eowakp, Sheffield, Builder Sheffi-ld Pct May 11 
Ord May'11 

Brear, Tuomas, Dewsbury, Slater Dewsbury Pet May 4 
Ord May 7 

Buerorp, Jons, Austinfriars, Auctioneer High Court Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 


jurn, Artruve, Walbrook, Financial se Court of 


Appeal, sitting in Bank ruptecy Pet Apr 20 Ord 

u 

Cases ~ bani aan Blaina, Mon, Outfitter Tredegar 
Pet Apr 29 Ord 10 


Cureseman, Manta phn Shoreham, Sussex, Milliner 
Brighton Pet Mav10 Ord May 10 


Curerrie, Horatio Faxorntw«, Horton r4, Hackney, 
Commission Ageat High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord 
May 11 

Cixoa, Josven, Halifax, Wool Dealer Halifax Pet Apr 


2 Ord May % 





Cottier, Tuomas, Hough, oa, Farmer Nantwich and 
Crewe Pet Apr28 Ord Ma 

Cotitys, Tuomas Freperick, ian ychan, Mon, Root 
ae 8 Assistant Newport, Mon Pet May 11 Ord 

y 

Coorer, James Wit.taM, late of Gorton, Saag 8 Whee'- 
wright Manchester Pet May 10 Ord Ma 

CorreritL, Eowarp, South Bank, Yorks, Geen ‘Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet May 7 Ord May 9 

Dinxs, aa Bedworth, a carne Draper Coven. 
try Pet May9 Ord May 

Fisuer, Josern, Bast Tuddecham, Norfolk, Farmer Nor. 
wich Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Foster, Joseeu, High st, Stratford, peamantet Engineer 
High Court Pet April 30 Ord May 1 

GospeL, WILLIAM aie? Stockport, Painter Stockport 
Pet May6 Ord Ma 

Heacey, Samvet, Milton * Bow, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan 19 Ord May 10 

Hitt, Samvet, West Gorton, nr Manchester, late Pork 
Butcher Manchester Pet March 31 Ord May 11 

Huaeins, Atsert Ernest, Bristol, Oil Dealer Bristol 
Pet May6 Ord May 10 

Jevons, Joun, and Joux Henry Jevons, es Contrac- 
tors Dudley Pet May4 Ord May 

—. Euiza, Ladbroke *4,. Notting Ti High Court 

Ladbroke sq, Notting Hil High 


March 3 Ord M 
Pm... Euiza Jaye, 
Court Pet Feb il “on May 10 
Jones, Owen, Lianrwst, Denbighshire, Licensed Victualler 
eee and Blaenau Festiniog Pet May 6 Ord 


May 
ine Tae Lincoln, Miller Lincoln Pet May9 Ord 


Laney, eseuls Benson, Doge st, Oli Kent rd, Baker 
High Court Pet May Ord May 9 

Lose, CHaRes, Cheon, Bucks, 
Aylesbury Pet April1l Ord May 

Mixx, Cuarves, Ashton under Lyne, ”Tankesper Ashton 
under Lyne Pet April 29 Ord May 

Marruews, Wituam, Milnsbridge, nr "Huddersfield, Skip 
Maker Huddersfield Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Meap, Joun Henry, Derby st, Miyfair, Gent High Court 
Pet March 22 Ord May 11 

Pankuurst, Ricuargp, Horton Kirby, nr Dartford, Grocer 
Rochester Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Patrrerson, CHarves, Dewsbury, b yeeeaeid Surgeon 
Dewsbury Pet May11 Ord May 1 

Paut, Joseru Dats, late of A A Hants, retired 
Naval Instructor High Court “Pet March 2 Od 


woee Manufacturer 


May 11 
PexcivaL, Tuomas, Grinton, Yorks, Innkeeper Northaller- 


ton Pet May9 Ord May 10 

Pievee, Water, East Grinsteai, Sussex, Builder Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet April1 Ord Miy7 

Roper, Jony, Holli bourne, Kent, Farmer Maidstone 


Pet May7 Ord May7 
Scu a Gopwin Cuarces, Brynmoiwr, Llanelly, Breck- 
, Bootmaker Tredegar Pet May 4 Ord May 10 


Pg Hesry, Batley, Yorks, Chemist Dewsbury Pet 
April 2 Ord May 7 
Sours, ping eeds, Builder Leeds Pet May 9 
Pet t May 9 
Stew ane. u H, Lapegeiog =i rd, Leytonstone High Court 
March 18 


me... Rosert Laycock, 5 5 Leics, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Leicester Pet Mar22 Ord May 9 ) 

TEASDALE, WILLIAM, mar Hants, Grocer Southampton 
Pet May 11_ Ord May 11 

Tuomas, Rees, ye ‘Glam, Builder 


May 10 Ord May 10 
Tocxer, Samvuet, Bristol, Market Gardener Bristol Pet 
May 3 Ord May 9 


Carmarthen Pet 


Turner, WILLIAM Banwsis, Leeds, Consulting Brewer 
Leeds Pet May Ord May 11 

Verity, Ricuarp, aie our st, Portman sq, Chemist High 
Court Pet May 6 Ord May 10 

Warunam, Jouy, Audley, Statfs, Joiner Hanley, Burslem 
and Tunstall Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Wut, Joux Rosert, Southtown next Gt Yarmouth, 
Builder Gt Yarmouth Pet April12 Ord May 9 

Wicxkixsox, Watter, Chickenley heath, nr Dewsbury, 
Machine Maker Dewsbury Pet May5 Ord May7 


London Gazette—Turspay, May 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bawxs, James Otpuam, Aldershot, Building Materials Mer- 
chant Guildford and Godalming Pet May 11 Ord 


May 11 

Barry, James Gotreripar, eine, Bucks, Farmer Ayles- 
bury Pet May4 Ord "May 

Bentiey, Joux, Wardle, nr Hochdale, Fulling Miller Old- 
ham’ Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Beresrorp, James, and Mary Ann Berrsrorv, Mancheste! 
Restaurant Proprietors Manchester Pet May 12 Ord 


Ma 
eR Peter, LAconpoel, Tubacco Dealer Liverpool 
Pet May 14 Ord May 
Bowman, CHARLES ham de “cro don, Surrey, Pawnbroker 
Croydon Pet May12 Ord May 12 
Bu prince | Tannaker BILutnonam, southem, Haat no 
y 13 








occupation Greenwich Pet May12 Ord 
os ISLE, x Wreasaa Burton on J rent, late Railway Inspec- 
x Burton on Trent Pet ay 11 Ord May i2 
cae Lucy, Droitwich, Innkeeper Worcester Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 


Cuampers, Joun Parrixsox, Holme Cultram, Cumbrid, 
Carlisle Pet April 30 Ord May 12 

Corrox, B T, Folkestone, Gent Canterbury Pet April 4 
Ord May’13 

Conggeiity moray, wath, Licensed Victualler Bath Pet 

11 Ord May 11 

Cox, ise, ace Bauce, and Agruurn Wrsiry a 
Beds, Buildera Luton Pet May 12 Ord May 

Foanis, ¥, South Lambeth rd, Vauxhall, Publi ia . a 
Broker High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord May 1 3 

Govurr, got, Nottingham, Carter Nottingham Pet 
Ma Ord May 1 

es “us Furvoye, Greenwood ” Dalston, Clerk 

Ord May 1 








GOLD, 


, High Court Pet May 13 
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Buys i s a ontnerts place, Solicitors High Court | Hortcatxes, Wiit1am Ervest, Winton. 


a. oe Lees, nr Oldham, out of business Ash- 
ton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet April 12 Ord 


y il 
LepGERWOOD, Joun, Disti m, Cumbld, Grocer White- 


haven Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Lerren, James Somervitxe, Southam my Fish Merchant 
Southampton Pet May 12 Ord Ma 


McGreGor, ALEXANDER, Stockton on Tees, ' meeed 
Stocktonon Tees Pet May 12 Ord May 
Paine, FREDERICK, i gt Cambs, Butcher” Cambridge 


Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PALMER, we —— Devon, Labourer Exeter Pet 
May Ord May 12 

Pick a "Tnoxas Leicester, Boot Dealer Leicester Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 


RayNER, A, Francis st, Tottenham Court a, Picture Dealer 
High Court Pet April 6 Ord May 11 

han ah Henry Mantoy, White st, Finsbury, Boot 
Factor High Court Pet April 21 Ord May 12 

Rosixson, THomas, Brading rd, a, Insurance Agent 

h Court Pet ay 12 Ord Ma 23 

Suaw, Tuomas, Long lane, Bermondsey, Currier Higa 
Court Pet May14 Ord May 14 

Swuiru, Joun, Ashfield, oto Yorks, — Manufac- 
turer Pet April 30 Ord Ma fa 

Srraccs, James, Midland Coal Depot, West Kensington, , 
Coal easy iy High Court Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Srar.eToy, G. H. Corron, Coventry st, Piccadilly igh 
Court ‘Pet Feb 24 Ord May 12 

Sruart, CHARLES, Gray’s inn rd, — Engineer High 
Court Pet April 27 Ord Ma: 

TaNsLEY, Josnua, Thorne, ‘Yorks, Colliery Agent Sheffield 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Topp, Joe, Harrab: _ a Carlisle, Chemist Carlisle 
Pet May 13 Ord May 

Treapway, Wituam J., 7 College ter, Burrard’s rd, West 
H tead, Printer’ High Court Pet April 8 Ord 
May 12 

Veniry, ALBERT, Colne, Lancs, Stonemason Burnley Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 


Wesstrer, Josepu, sen, Parwich, Derbyshire, Farmer 
Burton on Trent Pet May 6 May 12 

Wesrsrook, Exiza Any, and Louisa Struck, Bournemouth, 
Todging house Keepers Poole Pet May 12 Ord | 
Ma 

Wooo Gerorce, Whitchurch, Salo ad Nant- 
wich and Crewe Pet May 3 ord 

Woovne ae — Leeds, Grocer ty Pet May 14 


Ord Ma: 
Woon thn Sg Joun Tuomas, Littleborough, Lancs, ated 
Manufacturer Oldham’ Pet May 2 Ord May 12 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
Tished i in the London Gazette of =a | 13 :— 
May, Feiix Henry, High Wycombe, Bucks, rca, 
Priest Aylesbury Pet April 27 Ord May 1 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCIN: a. 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, Ma: ~4 10 :— 
a EsENeEzER Josern, Mount view Crouch hill, 
Esq High Court Ord Dec 12, 1891 Rese April 27 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avamsox, J W, Billiter st, Merchant May 27 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Arc me —— Any, Leeds, Wardrobe Dealer May 30 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Aru th, .» Henry Epwarp, Torquay, Esq May 27 at 3 Off 
Rec, 13, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Arrwoop, Tom, late of — Cornwall May 27 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

BeresrorD, James, and Mary Ayy Beresronv, Manches- 
ter, Restaurant Proprietors May 25 at 3. 15 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Bowman, Ricuarp, Guilden Morden, Cambs, Farmer May 
27 at 2.30 Bull Hotel, Royston, "Herts 

Case, SAMUEL, late of Pokewlown, Hants, Builder May 24 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisb ~ 4 

CurersmMay, Maria Doan, Shoreham, Sussex, Milliner 
May 24at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

CoLtins, THomas Freperic Kk, Abersyc an, on, Boot 
Dealer’s Assistant May 24 at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester 
Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


Coorgr, JAMES Witttam, late of Gorton, Lancs, Wheel- | 


wright May 25at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

Crort, WiLiiam (deceased), late of Livepens, Stock Broker 
May 24at12 Off Rec, BB, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Ditxs, ARTHUR, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Desete May 24 | 
at12 Off Rec, % Hertford st, C ——- 

E..acorr, Groruk, Lifton, Devon, Cattle Dealer May 24 
at 10 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Fisuer, Josern, East Tuddenham, Norfolk, Farmer May 

wat12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


Fosrer, Josern, High ‘st, Stratford, Mechanical Engineer 


May 21 ati Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


I May 25 at 1.90 Challis's Hotel, Rupert | 

ronmonger ay 25 al is’s Ho’ a 

st, Piceadilly 

Kerrie, Gathon Solihull, Yoretsiaiion, Farmer May 25 
atli 25, C ‘olmore row, Birming| 

Layey, Grorce Benson, Bagshot st, old Kent rd, Baker | 

May 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

May, Fevix Henry, High W “ey Bucks, Roman 
Catholic Priest May 27 at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Quix, James, Rouel rd, Bermondsey, _jobmaster May 24 
at 2.30 Baftkruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Patne, Freperick, low, eae, Batcher May 27 at 11 
Off Ree, 5, Pett: Cary, Cambridge 

PALMER, *-. Cu Mega ~ Devon, , May 26 at 
10.30 edford circus, Exeter 

Payne, Ware eBay Barnet, Upholstzrer May 24 at 
3 Room 19, Temple chmbrs, = le avenue 

Pickarp, Tuomas, Leic , late Boo Dealer May 24 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Serrer, Grorce, and Ext Samvet Serres, Exeter, Builders 
May 27at3 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Sotomon, Joun Lovis, Harrow rd May 3) at23) Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Souru, Emumanven, Leeds, Builder May 25atil Of Res, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Srroussera, FERDINAND, Cockspur st, Goverament Spe 


tractor May 27 at12 Bankru tey, b'dgs, Carey st 
Swiston, Jonny, Coventry, Brass Caster Ma ay 24 at 10.30 
0 17, Hertfor *st, Coventry 


Tua, Henry PETER, Norbiton, Surrey, Ladder Maker 
May 26 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Tuomas, Rees, Loughor, Glam, Builder May 24 at 230 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Titstey, WILLIAM Freperick, Perham rd, West Kensing- 
ton, Solicitor May 30 at 12. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Wesster, Josern, sen, Parwich, engenien, Farmer May 
25 at4 Green Man, Ashbourn 

, Wootstox, Francis Hean, Draper's grdas, me Dealer 
May 27 at 2.30 Bankrupte Carey 

Wraaa, Samus, Aston, at A 
25at11 25, *Colmore row, Birmingham 


- ADJUDICATIONS. 
| ALMonD, Hewry, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidderminster 
Pet April 27 Ord May 18 
ArtTwoop, Ton, late of —_— Cornwall High Court 
Feb 29 May 
Bent Ley, Jony, Wandle, nur etic, Fulling Miller Old- 
ham Pet May 11 Ord May 12 


Brresvrorp, James, and Mary Ann Beresrorp, Manchester, | 


— Proprietors Manchester Pet May 12 Ord 

ay 12 

Seomen Ricnarp, Guilden Morden, Cambs, Farmer 
Cambridge Pet May9 Ord May 13 

Brows, Ernecserr Eviis, Walkington, 
Butcher Kingston upon Hull Pet May 10 Ord May 
12 

Carroit, Lucy, Droitwich, Innkeeper Worcester Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

CatTrratt, Joux Leen, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet April 22 Ord May 1 

Caaccrart, James, Shanklin, I W, All Newport and 
Ryde Pet = 29 Ord May 6 

Cuurcuman, J Charterhouse st, Poti Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar 21 Ord May 

Corrre.t, Timotny, — Licensed Victualler Bath Pet 
May il Ord May 1 

Pasemn, Letitia, Holford sq, Lodging house Keeper High 
Court Pet April 28 Ord May 1 


crc Agent 


Gopser, Joux, Nottingham, pon hey Nottingham Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 

Jenamens Samvuet, Wrinehill, nr Crewe, Draper Hanley, 
Burslem, and Tunstall Pet April 20 Ord May 7 

Joxes, Wituiam, Shifnal, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Madeley Pet ~ wt 14 Ord May 11 

Kerrie, Groroe, Solihull, Warwickshire, Farmer Bir- 
minghan Pet Mar 30° Ord May 14 


LepcErwoop, Jonny, Disti 
haven Pet May ll O May 

LetreN, JAMES SOMERVILLE, fe Rel —s" Fish Merchant 
Southampton Pet May 12 Ord 

May, Feurx Henry, High Wycombe, Catholic 
Priest Aylesbu Pet Apr 22 Ord May 14 

Pave, Freverick, Thriplow, Cambs, Butcher Cambridge 
Pet May 18 Ord May 13 

Paver, Jouy, Cullompton, Devon, Labourer Exeter Pet 


, Cumbs, Grocer White- 
12 


May 12 Ord May 

Parry, J J, © Cardi _ an Dealer Cardiff Pet Apr 14 
Ord May 11 

Pickarp, Tuomas, Laie, late Boot Dealer Leicester 
Pet May 12 Ord May 

Quix, James, Rouel rd, a Jobmaster High 


Court Pet May 10 ‘Ord May 12 


Rostxson, Tuomas, Brading rd, Brixton, Insurance Agent | 


High Court Pet May 12 Ord May 12 


asT. asas. 


Sor Dealer May 


Pet | 


nr Beverley, , 


Simpson, Witt1aM Spiers, St Stephen’s chmbrs, Telegraph 
st, Civil Engineer igh, Court Pet Sept 11 Ord 
Sarrn, Harry Ricuarp, Bromley, Kent, Tailor Cro 
May 10 Pet May13 ~~ — 
| Spraaes, James, Midland Coal Depot, West Kensi 
Coal Merchant High Court Pet May12 Ord Ma 
TANSLEy, ote Thorne, am Colliery Agent 


Ord Ma 
_ Tuam, Heear Peter, ng 5 Seeeey, Ladder Maker 
m rd, West K 


Pet May 5 Ord Ma: 

| Tinsury, WItttam FaEpEaice, PR ensing- 

‘Solicitor Court Pet May 11 Ord May 13 
Harraby villas, nr Carlisle, Chemist Carlisle 

May 13 Ord Mar 14 

Vv —, x yh sent ‘Lanes, Stonemason Burnley Pet 

Woman: Euiza , 2m Louisa Sruck, Bournemouth, 
Lodging house Keepers Poole Pet May 12 rd 

yl 
Woted iki 12 Barker, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May 14 


Woo.renney, 4 ous Tuomas, Littleborough, Lancs, Hosiery 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet April 30 Ord May 12 


Waaae, Samves, Aston, Warwickshire, ~ poe eeper 
Birmingham Pet May 5 Ord May 14 
BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Roursacn, Ferrepricu Lupwie, Old Compton Sohc 
Butehe High Court Adjud Feb mie” Annul 
May 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 23.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Crayrietp, on the 
Premises, at 11 o’clock, Furniture (see advertisement, 


| May 7, p. 4). 
May 24.—Messrs. Furser, Price, & Furser, at Mart, 
E.C., t 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-Rents and Freehold 


ite (see oivertionnant, May 7, p. 477). 

| May 25.—Messrs. Eowyn 7 & Bovsrieco, at the Mart, 

| sa "tp. 08 o’clock, Freehold Estates (see advertisement, 

e ’ 

May 25 . Exuis & Sox, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o clock, Part Freehold and Part City Corporation Lease- 
hold Pro ae te advertisement, this week, p. 514). 

May 26.—Messrs. Desexuam, Tewsox. Faruer, & Bripce- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Office 
Premises ‘see advertisement, May 7, p. 477). 

May 25. —Messrs. Deceumam, Tewsox, Farmer, & Barpor- 
water, at the Mart, EC , at 2 Qrelock, Town Residence 

see advertisement, May 14, p. 49 

May 27.—Messrs. Baker & Boys, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold Investments (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 514). 

May 30.—Messrs. Faresrotusr, Ex.tis, Ciank, & Co., at 

| the Mart, K.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-rents (see 
advertisement, this week, p. 514). 

May 31.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsoy, Fanwenr, & Bariver- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold ises 
(see advertisement, May 7, p. 477) 

May 31.—Messrs. Desennau, Tew 80N, Faruen, & Briver- 
w oe at the Mart, E.C., at 20 ’clock, Freehold Ground- 

its (see advertisement, this week, p. 514). 
May: a —Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovsrietp, at the ee 
, at 2 o'clock, Freehold Estate (see adv 
May’ 14, p. 494). 





ee GROUND RENTS to pa 


5 
yigte cent. ; cash required £400 to £1,000; rz! 
saschola of £49, price £700; above Parcels to be 
cheaply to close accounts.—List on application to Ow ~— 
40, La Sinnidnasiaannciite 


WNERS of FREEHOLD BUILDING 


LAND (three to twenty acres), in the vicinity of 
London, may hear of an immediate Purchaser by - 
tion to the Secrerary of the Barrisu Layp Comrayy, 
Luourep, 25, Moorgate-street, London, E.C 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Mays, F.S.L, a UR. Rawsom, F.S.I, 
J. Baasuaw Mass, F.S.1L., W. H. Mays), 


12, Lower Grosvenor-place, noes S.W., and 
rm eget om emma ns WwW. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


GS THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which ‘the SOCIETY docs not FU RNIN CHEAPLY, INTELEIGIBLY, and PROFITARLY 


olicies Indispu 
Annuities of all en granted, Rates fixed on © 


most favourable terms. 
J 


H. SCOTT, 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
829,000 


mutable after S Tears. 


Seoret 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.1.A., F.S.8, 
J ts, F.S.8., Actuary aud Manager, 
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SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1892. 
SRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1892, 
held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 





Bank of England, E.C. :— 

Thurs, May 26 | Wed, July18 | Thurs, Sept 22 
Mon, May 30 | Thurs, July 21 | Thurs, Oct 6 
Wed, June 8 | ‘Thurs, July 28 Thurs, Oct 13 
Wed, June 15 Thurs, Aug4 | Thurs, Oct 20 
Wed, June 22 Thurs, Aug 11 Thurs, Nov 10 
Thurs, June 23 Thurs, Aug 18 Thurs, nd tg 
Thurs, July 7 Thurs, § Sept 8 


7 Thurs, 
Other appointments for immediate Sales will Piso be 


Messrs. Farebrether, “¥ Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of “The Times” every Saturday a 
complete list of their forthcoming sales by auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, com Tenscal hx and residential estates, farms, 
freehold old houses, City offices and warehouses, 

-rents, and investments generally, Lag will be 
orwarded free of charge on application. m7 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E. 


ST. GEORGE’S-IN-THE-EAST, 
close to the London and St. Katharine’s Docks, and within 
a short distance of the Commercial-road. 
ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, & 
4 CLARK, & CO. will SELL by AucEION, at the 
MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on THURSDAY, NE 
2 1892, at TWO o'clock precisely, the following secure 
NVESTMENTS: Valuab freehold Property, oo 
pte a known as No. 1, Wellclose-cquare, —— 
Hat pace, house, communicating with No 9, corthe 
ge, in the rear, forming a compact corner block, 
for manufacturing or warehouse purposes ; also 
wibauel freehold ge gt = ss the Eagle 
arising out of 16 dwelling houses, the e 
Sewed, on and fully-licensed public-house adjoining, known 
as Nos. 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, and 52, Wellclose-square, Nos. 
1, 2, 3, 4, 7, am and &, North East-passage, 18, 19, 20, a 
Graces’-alley, and 16, 17, 174, and 18, Well l-street, together 
of_the estima ——— oe rental value of £960 per annum. 
: - oe m and conditions of sale, may be 
obtained of Rows. ae Berger, & Moore, 21, College- 
t; at the Mart; and of Messrs. Fare- 
brother, gh = & Co., 29, Fleet-street, or 18, Old 
Broad-street, E. 








EAST SHEEN, 8.W. 





ition of the Comte de Paris, with charming grounds | 


The historical mansion known as Sheen House lately in the 
of it 22 acres, situate near Mortlake station, close to 
Pi and within an easy drive of ‘London, 

with stabling, laundry, and lodge, ornamental grounds 
beautifully timbered and laid out, and an extensive 


kitchen garden and park-like paddock. Offering excep- 
tional attractions as a residence or for development for 


oe FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. will SELL by AUCTION, at the 
Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on WEDNES- 
DAY d2end JUNE, 1992, at TWO o’clock (unless an accept- 
able offir be jously received), the charming FREE- 
= ap fee as Sheen ee) Stortake, 
containing on the t+ and upper floors about 27 
dressing, and bath rooms, all on the und floor two 
elegant reception rooms, respectively 36ft. by 22ft. and 25ft. 
by 16ft., boudoir 30ft. 20ft., room 22ft. by 21ft., 
morning room Dit. by lift. , large library, full-sized billiard 
room 2Z7ft. by 2ft., with lantern roof, spacious conserva- 
lavatories, &c., and ample domestic accommodation 
i - The stabling comprises three 
loowe boxes and nine «tall«, — coac — rooms over ; 
there are weserhs, cowsheds, laundry, ery, and other 
a at gardener’s cottage. The beautifully- 
timbered grounds are finely diversified, and include lawns, 
shrubberies, two ocks, two kien gene, with 
Vineries and other adjuncts. With 
Particulars and conditions of sale of M. Homes. Upton & 
Britton, icitors, 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; at the 
ag eye and of Mesers. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 
2, Fleet-street, and 14, Old Broad-street, E.( 


By order of Trustees and Executors.—Freehold Ground- 

saute amounting to £171 14s. per annum, arising out of 

the GENERAL HAVELOCK TAVERN and 21 dwelling- 

houses at Stoke Newington and Hackney, with the rever- 

sions in from 53} to (6 years to the rack-rent«, at present 
a omsiderable income. 

ELLIS, 


FAREBROTHER, 





A CLARK, & CO. will BELL by AUCTION, at the | 


MART, Tokenhouse-yari, London, E.C., on MONDAY, 
MAY , at TWO precisely, the above valuable FREE- 
HOLD GROUSD_B ENTS, in Ten Lote. 

mm and comiitions of sale of Mexrs. Sewell & 
EAwards, Sclicitor:, 2, id Broad-street, B.C.; H. W. 
Gibba, Eo,., Solicitor, 5, Northumberiand-buildings, Bath ; 
at the Mart, EC.; and of Messrs. Parebrother, Vilis, 
Oark, & ., D, Vieet-trett, Temple-bar, and 3%, Old 
Vroad-dtret, BC. 


; LINCOLN’S INN 
\ ESSES. EILOART will SELL by AUC- 
-~ TION NEXT MONTH « valuable 
SET fA CHAMEELKS in New-erjuare. 
na particularx vey ‘0 Mens. Howcliffex 
hawks, & Cs, 1, yo, ; Of & the Auctioneets, 
Ms, Cmatees y tune, WA, 
PS6ES. H. GROGAN & CO., 


101, Park- 


4 eet, Grimienn-w rare, beg ty call the attention of 
eating Fy Purchaser to the many attractive Wet-Ynd 
Which they have tor Gale. Varticulare om apylica- 


| PROPERTY, 


| the heart of the Colonial Produce and Tea Markets. 
FPEEEHOLD | 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892. 


My Bses. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

wer & BRIDGEWATER to announce 
that their 8 of LANDED ESTA’ 3, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, "and other ies will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 





Tuesday, May 24 | Tuesday, June 28 | Tuesday, Aug. 16 

Thursday, May 26 | Tuesday, July 5 Tuesday, Aug. 23 
Tuesday, May 31 | Tuesday, July 12 | Tuesday, Oct. 4 

Tuesday, June 14 | Tuesday, July19 | Tuesday, Oct. 18 
Tuesday, June 21 | Tuesday, July 26 | Tuesday, Nov. 1 

ursday, June 23 | Tuesday, Aug. 2 Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, Aug. 9 Tuesday, 6 


Auctions A, also be ot es other days, in town or 
country, by arrangemen’ Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater <aieae Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
F Stock, Timber, &e. Deiailed Lists of In- 





vestments, Estates, Spo a or Balt Residences, Shops. 
sorting @ t or Sol : ¢ 
—s on the ist of each month, and can be 
of § Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewat 
c Agents, d Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 
an ae C. Telephone No. 1,503. 
to 
| 10s. 6d. wane with early reversions), sec . = 
85 houses in urn, aD 
Stamford Hill.—By alee of the Trostece of Mrs. Laura 
Ms er 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER will SELL at the 
MART, on TUESDAY, MAY 31, at TWO. Se & Lots, the 


= Business Premises by private contract 
obtained 
ter, 
Surveyors, an 
Excellent Freebold Ground - rents, amountin 
Lloyd, deceased. 
DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
following valuable FREEHOLD *PROPERT 








Lease | Ground- , Rack 
Lot Property. expires. rent. Rentals 
( 46 ‘Houses i in Tri rigon-road, ) £ s. d. £ 
1 Oval-road, and Trigon- 1924 13917 6 | 1,300 
') grove, Kennington j 
g ' 21 to 37 ( ranville- | 26 r 
2, road, Kilburn seth 1962 51 9 0 320 
a | 34 to 46 | (even), Ne er-} _ on 
33)” weod-strest ; st ‘ 1967 58816 0 260 
1 47 to 55 (odd), Nether-; - . 
41) wood-street pepeaees | 1967 | 42 0 0/| 180 
.\ 57 to 67 (odd » Nether-; 1967 50 8 0 210 
“af werk ctnest, Remigstend ' J 
.413 to 24, rles-street, / . a ‘ 
6, Stamford Hill... 5, 1963 |50 0 0/| 210 
Particulars of Messrs. Fitzhugh, Woolley, Baines, & 


Woolley, Solicitors, 3, Pavilion-parade, Brighton ; and of 
the Auctioneers. 


M* BESES. 





DEBENHAM, 


days previous to the end of 


By order of the Executors of the late W. R. ‘Winch, Esq.— 
‘Fenchurch-street, close to its junction with Lombard. 
street and Gracechurch-street.—First-class Office Pro- 
perty. held of the Crown at a moderate ground-rent for a 
term having 67 years , and sublet to Messrs. 
Peek, Winch, & Co., and other leading mercantile firms 
at rents producing’ £2,2%) per annum, forming a most 
profitable investment. 


N ESSRS ELLIS & SON beg to announce 
PS that the above PROPERTY, advertised for SALE 
by AUCTION, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, MAY 
2th, at TWO o'clock precisely, has been POSTPONED. 


. A uction and Estate Agency offices, 45, Fenchurch-street, 





EASTC HEAP, CITY. 


2,400 square feet of valuable land, now covered by a sub- 
stantial old-fashioned building, in the occupation 
of tenants of long standing, whose leases expire at 
Michaelmas next, when vacant possession can be had 
and the property treated as a building site, or the 
existing premises might be successfully remodelled, 


\ ESSRS. ELLIS & SON are directed to 
4 SELL by AUCTION at the MART, on WEDNES- 
DAY, MAY 2th, at TWO precisely, the PART FREE- 
HOLD and PART CITY CORPORATION LEASEHOLD 

renewable every 14 years for ever on the 
pa} ment of a fine of £24 anda esukest ground-rent of £4, 
situate No. #, Visstcheap, with a side frontage to Tur: 
ner s-alley, a most important position on the north side of 
this fine street, between VPhilpot and Rood lanes, and in 
It 
now comprises five floors, let to and in the occupation of 
old tenants at low rents; but on the termination of these 
leases at Michaelmas next a mach larger rent-roll coud 
be produced by remodelling the premises, or the land 
would make a fine building site, whether for the occupa 
tion of any large firm or as an investment for the capitaliot 
oF specalator. 


Printed particulars, iw Tr aw conditions of sale, 
may be had of Mesers. La 


. Meele, Kolicitors, 21, 
College till, Cannon ~H§ K. rd 


; at the Mart; and of 
Mewars, ilia & um, Aue tiomeers and Murveyors, 45, Fen- 





CROYDON, BALHAM, TOTTENHAM, and COVENT 
GARDEN. 


Direction of Trustees an 
ESSRS. BAKER & SON ey will § SELL by 
AUCTION, the following INVESTMENTS at rl 
MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, MAY 27, at Two :— 
CROYDON and BALHAM. 

By Direction of Trustees.—In Four Lots.—Freehold Resi- 
dence, known as Kirby Bedon, Lower Addiscombe-road, 
Croydon, containing eleven rooms, with large grounds and 
garden. Let at £70 per annum. And Freehold Ground- 
rents, amounting to £29 10s. per annum, arising from 13 
dwelling houses, Nos. 32 to 44, inclusive, Foster-road, West 
Croydon; rack rentals, £270 per annum. Also Freehold 
Residence, No. it Endlesham- road, Balham, satniaing 
three sonention, & ve bedrooms, bathroom, and offices, wit! 
garden 200ft. depth. In —— of vendor, but 
possession will be given. Rental value £80 per annum.— 

Vendors’ solicitors, Messrs. Corsellis, Mossop, & Berney, 
East Hill, Wandsworth, and 1, Quality-court, Chancery- 
lane ; and Messrs. Allen’ & Edwards, 5 and 6, Great Win- 
chester-street, E.C. 

TOTTENHAM. 


By direction of Trustees of the will of the late William 
inn, -—In Lots.—Freehold Investments, arising from 
58 well-built Dwelling houses, situate on the Grov e-park 
Estate, being Nos. 1, 14, 3, 13, 18, 22, and 27 to 57 (odd), 
and Nos. 42 to 70 (even), Grove-park- road, and Nos. 1 to 
19, Elgin-terrace, West-green-road, Tottenham (close to 
Seven SSisters Station). All let to tenants, and 
solicitor producing a rental of £1,518 per annum.—V endors’ 
ae Messrs. Cattarns, Jehu, ¢ Co., 33, Mark-lane, 


COVENT GARDEN. 

In One Lot.—The valuable fully-licensed ae. known as 
Hummums, together with Rockley’s Bar, and the goodwill 
and possession of this Wldestabliched and well-known going 
concern.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Leach & Deedes, 10, 
Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C.;' and Messrs. Hedges & 
Brandreth, 9, Red Lion-square, W.C. 

Particulars muy be had of the respective Solicitors; and 
of the Reoeanes. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 


CITY of LONDON 
(Queen Victoria-street).—Valuable Leasehold Properties, 
occupying one of the most ne ag ge itions in the City 
of London, in close proximity to the Mansion House 
Station, near the Bank of me nd a Royal Exchange, 
and offering a sound and Ran od investment. 

ESSRS. GREEN & SON are instructed 
to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, on FRIDA aes % at ONE for TWO, the valu- 
able long LEASEHOL PROPERTIES, known as Nos. 
102 and 104, Queen Victoris-atrect, having a splendid 
frontage thereto of 36 ft. 6in., a frontage of 39 ft. 6 in. to 
Knightrider-street, and a corner frontage of 15 ft. 10i iy 

The buildings are of modern construction, substantial 





built, and let 8 as follows : 
The Aberdeen Steam Navigation Company ona 
lease, at I ove t antes onnkeia £280 
An dyside & Co., at per annum ......... 140 
Herbert Haynes & Co., at “— SEED .naavescovens 4 


Mr. John Lea, at perannum................02.-cc0000s 
Held under a lease — by t the Metropolitan Board of 


Works for 80 years 
— of Messrs. Marson & Son, Solici- 


Particulars, with 
tors, 1, Southwark-! idge-road ; and of Messrs. Green & 


Son, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 28 and 29, St. Swithin’s- 
e, 


HE 
NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN* 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 

G. A. COPE, Secretary. 

_ Offices, 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E. C. 


moze IMPERIAL insurance company 
uiurep, FIRE, 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £200,000. 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 
SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, I London Bridge, E.C. 


” SPameuenss $ 
Hewny Watoeman Lawnence, J.P., Chairman. 
Mane H. Juvoz, A.K.LB.A. 
Miss Bippen. 
Aurnun Cons, Q.C, 
¥. H, A. Hanvcastis, ¥.8.1. 
Miss Oune. 


feeoee £10, interest 5 per cent. 

omits received at 4 per cent, 
Wh thdrawals (shares or LS pm) at short notice. 
Advances on promptey on freehold or leasehold pro» 
perty. tcale of ~~ £9 Tegal and survey charges, very 
noderate, Prospectus fee, 








harcy-strect, EC 





FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 








